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gan—Committee on Invalid Penslons discharged, and referred
to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BEALL of Texas: Paper to accompany bill for relief
of estate of John H. Bussell—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania: Petition of East White-
land Presbyterian Church and the Missionary Society of the
Presbyterian Church of Honeybrook, Pa., for an amendment to
the Constitution abolishing polygamy—to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Commer-
cial, Meyersdale, Pa., for an amendment to the postal laws mak-
ing legitimate all subscriptions by others than the recipients of
the paper—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of William L. Newcomer, master of Grange No.
785, for the Heyburn pure-food bill—to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of T. Morgan Silvery, of Wil-
kensburg, Pa., for an amendment to the postal laws making le-
gitimate all subscriptions paid for by others than the recip-
ients—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: Paper to accompany bill
for relief of James H. Hooe—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. GAINES of Tennessee: Paper to accompany bill for
relief of Mary W. Humphrey—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GRANGER : Petition of the Rhode Island Chapter of
the American Institute of Architects, for forest reservations in
the White Mountains and the Southern Appalachian Mountains
(previously referred to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors)—
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HEDGE: Petition of the Louisa County (Iowa) Sab-
bath School Convention, against Sunday opening of the James-
town Exposition—to the Select Committee on Industrial Arts
and Expositions.

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of George G.
Worthley, of Matawan, N, J., for the pure-food bill—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of H. F. Hagaman, of Lakewood, N. J.; E. H.
Woolston, of Ocean Grove, N, J., and P. Hall Packer, of the Sea
Bright News, for an amendment to the postal laws making legit-
imate all subscriptions paid for by others than the recipients of
- newspapers—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-

Roads.

By Mr. JOHNSON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Larsey Bolt—to the Committee on Pensions. .

By Mr. WILLIAM W. KITCHIN: Paper to accompany bill
for relief of Columbus Cot—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LESTER : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Wil-
liam A. Baggs—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. LEVER : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Susan
M. Osbhorn—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Sarah C. A.
Scott—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LINDSAY : Petition of R. J. Caldwell, of the Ameri-
can Civie Association, for a forest reservation of the Southern
Appalachian Mountains—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PATTERSON of South Carolina: Paper to accom-
pany bill for relief of Sarah Louisa Sheppard—to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: Resolution of the board of
directors of the Maryland Penitentiary, against the pending
legislation to restrict interstate transportaion of prison-made
goods—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Littleton D.
Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petitions of Stewart & Jarrell, of Hillshoro; J. R.
Travers, of Nanticoke; J. B. Andrews & Co., Wright & Carter,
and O. R. Wright & Co., of Harlock; OC. A. Dashiel, of Princess
Anne County; Zorah H. Brinsfield, of Eldorado; W. T. Tryer,
of Colora; L. 8. Fleckenstein, of Haston; Robert M. Messick,
of Bethlehem; Milton L. Veasey, of Pocomoke City; W. A.
Kirby, of Trappe; Wilson & Merrick, of Ingleside; 8. Frank
Dashiell, of Dames Quarter; M. L. Weaver, of Greensboro;
W. F. Messick, of Allen; Otis M. Hignutt, of Williston; Walter
W. Wright & Co., of Choptank; J. W. S. Webb, of Vienna;
H. Nullte, of Andersontown; A. Phillips & Co., L. B. Phillips &
Co., and the Phillips Packing Company, of Cambridge; L. A.
Insley & Bros.,, of Wingate; Harry A. Roe, of Denton; T. E.
Spedden & Co., of James; N. H. Fooks & Co,, J. Frank Lednum,
R. I. Lednum, and Dennis & Carroll, of Preston, all in Mary-
land, for an amendment to the pure-food bill to exempt canned

goods from being stamped In terms of weight and measure—
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. TALBOTT: Petitions of Washington Camps Nos. 45
and 16, of Baltimore; No. 5, of Westminster; No. 12, of Union-
ville; No. 39, of Harney; No. 10, of Tyrone, and Nos. 23 and
27, of Baltimore, Patriotic Order Sons of America, all in Mary-
land, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

SENATE.

Traurspay, May 10, 1906.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. EpwaArp E. HALE.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. NELsoN, and by unanimous
consent, the further reading was dispensed with.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved.

TRADE CONDITIONS IN CUBA.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, transmitting
the report of Charles M, Pepper, special agent of the Depart-
ment of Commerce and Labor, on irade conditions in the
island of Cuba; which, with the accompanying paper, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Relations with Cuba, and ordered to
be printed.

FRENCH SPOLIATION CLAIMS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, transmit-
ting the conclusions of fact and of law filed under the act of
January 20, 1885, in the French spoliation claims set out in the
findings by the court relative to the vessel brig Rebecca, John
B. Thurston, master ; which, with the accompanying paper, was
referred to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed.

ENEROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. C. R.
McKeNsEY, its enrolling clerk, announced that the Speaker of
the House had signed the following enrolled bills, and they were
thereupon signed by the Vice-President:

DS. 1975. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary E.
ugger ;

8. 2140. An act to authorize the Postmaster-General to dispose
of useless papers in post-offices ; -

S. 2801. An act to withhold from sale a portion of Fort Brady,
Military Reservation, at Sault Ste. Marie, Mich.;

8. 3436. An act to provide for the settlement of a claim of the
United States against the State of Michigan for moneys held
by said State as trustee for the United States in connection
with the St. Marys Falls Ship Canal;

§8.8522. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the construoction and maintenance of roads, the establish-
ment and maintenance of schools, and the care and support of
insane persons in the district of Alaska, and for other purposes,”
approved January 27, 1905;

8.5203. An act granting to the Chicago, Milwaukee, and St
Paul Railway Company, of Montana, a right of way through
the Fort Keogh Military Reservation, in Montana, and for other
purposes ;

8. 55637. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
allot homesteads to the natives of Alaska;

8. 5572. An act to amend section 4348 of the Revised Statutes,
establishing great coasting districts of the United States;

8.5683. An act to provide for the removal of derelicts and
other floating dangers to navigation;

S. 5890. An act to authorize the South and Western Railroad
Company to construct bridges across the Clinch River and Hal-
ston River, in the States of Virginia and Tennessee;

S.5801. An act to authorize the South and Western Rallway
Company to construct bridges across the Clinch River and the
Halston River, in the States of Virginia and Tennessee; and

8.5943. An act to authorize the Minnesota, Dakota and Pa-
cific Railway Company to construct a bridge across the Missouri
River,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of the Ameriean
Scenic and Historic Society, of New York City, N. Y., praying
that an appropriation be made for the erection of a monument
to Maj. John Wesley Powell, the explorer, and his companions,
at some place near the Grand Canyon of the Colorado River, in
Arizona ; which was referred to the Committee on the Library.
. He also presented a petition of the Council of Jewish Women
of Chieago, Ill., praying that an appropriation be made for a
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scientific investigation into the industrial conditions of women
in the United States; which was referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of Local Union No. 106,
Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators, and Paper Hangers of
America, of Duluth, Minn.,, and a petition of sundry citizens
of Milroy, Minn., praying for the enactment of legislation to
remove the duty on denaturized alecohol; which were referred
to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. KEAN presented petitions of sundry citizens of Lake-
wood, Sea Bright, Clinton, Ocean Gfove, Camden, and Trenton,
all in the State of New Jersey, praying for the adoption of a
certain amendment to the postal laws relative to newspaper
publications; which were referred to the Committee on Post-
Offices and Post-Roads.

He also presented the petition of Harry C. Runjin, of Plain-
field, N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to restrict
immigation ; which was referred to the Committee on Immigra-
tion.

He also presented the memorial of Mrs. R. W. Smith, of Spring
Lake, N. J., remonstrating against the enactment of legislation
to transfer from the Bureau of Education the education and
care of the Indians and Eskimos of Alaska to the governor of
that Territory; which was referred to the Committee on Terri-
tories.

He also presented sundry petitions of citizens of Montelair,
N. J., praying for the enactment of legislation to establish a
children’s bureau in the Department of the Interior; which
were referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. BURNHAM presented petitions of Rev. George L. Mason
and George A. Sanborn, of Rochester, and of the Granite State
Automobile Club, of Manchester, in the State of New Hamp-
shire, and of Jackson Demory, of Ithaca, N. Y., praying for the
enactment of legislation to remove the duty on denaturized al-
cohol ; which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of the Monday Club of Rochester,
N. H., praying that an appropriation be made for a scientific
investization into the industrial conditions of women in the
United States; which was referred to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

He also presented the petition of John Sebastian, passenger
traflic manager of the Rock Island Railroad system, of Chicago,
111, praying for the enactment of legislation to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to investigate systems of farm manage-
ment, and making appropriations therefor, and for other pur-
poses; which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

Mr. BURKETT presented sundry papers to accompany the
bill (8. 5966) granting an increase of pension to C. C. Davis;
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr. HOPKINS. I present a protest against an amendment
which was adopted yesterday on the rate bill, and I ask that it
be read.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Illinois asks
for the reading of a dispatch which he sends to the desk. With-
out objection, the Secretary will read it.

The Secretary read as follows:

[Telegram.]
ProRriA, ILL., May 10, 1906.
Hon, A. J. HOPKINS,

United States Senante, Washington, D, O.:

I protest agalnst prohibiting passes to local rallroad attorneys.
J. 8. STEVENS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The dispatch will lie on the table.

Mr. DICK. I present a number of protests from organiza-
tions of railroad men against the same proposition referred
to by the Senator from Illinois. I do not ask that they be read,
but will ask the Senate to consent to their being printed in the
RECORD.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Ohio? The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

The dispatches were ordered to lie on the table, and to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Cricaco Juxcriox, Omio, May 10.

Hon. Cuarres Dick, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Over 70,000 railway employees and their families in_ Ohio request
that you oppose the proposed amendment to rate bill pending in Senate
whieh would prohibit railway companies issuing passes to such em-
ployees and thelr familles.

W. T. FrAxcCIS,
Conductors’ Legislative Representative for Ohio.

Newarg Depor, OH1O, May 10, 1906,
Hon. C. F. Dicg, Washington, D. C.:

Martin Lodge, Brotherhocd of Railway Trainmen, 1,450 employees
Baltimore and Ohio Ralircad Company, request your aid In defeating

bill now before the Senate depriving our families from free trans-
portattloai Fnhl;.ﬁllroadx' We request you to vigorously protest the pass-
age o ] .

i J. L. MONTGOMERY, General Chairman.

CHICcAGO JUNCTION, OHIO, May 9, 1906.
CHARLES F. DICE,
United States Senator, Washington, D. O.:

As a grand officer, Order of Railway Conductors, representing 30,000
conductors, 1 request you use your influence to defeat any amendment
prohibiting railroads issulng free transportation to theirwanil_{_l[eg‘ o

. H. Bupp.

Newarg DepoT, OHIO, May 9, 1906.
Hon. C. I, DicK,
United States Eenator, Washington, D. C.:

Our divislon Brotherhood Locomotive Firemen, 2,450 employees Bal-
timore and Ohlo Railroad, request you to use your influence in defeat-
a:g the amendment to bill depriving our families from free transporta-

on.

TroMAS F. ROBERTS,
General Chairman.

NEWARE Drror, OHIO, May 9, 1906.
Hon. CHARLES F. DICEK, d
United States Scnator, Washington, D. O.:

As general chalrman Baltimore and Ohio Rallroad system, division
No. 33, the Order of Railroad Telegraphers, representing 1,500 employ-
ees of the Baltimore and Ohio Rallroad telegraphers’ department, I
earnestly solicit you oppose that part of the pending amendment to the
freight regulation rate bill, wherein free transportation is denled rail-
road employees’' familles. If this amendment is passed as it now stands
it simply means the curtailing of one of the very few luxurles that the
railroad employees now enjoy.

E.. N. VANATTA,
General Chairman.

CH1cAGO JUuNcTION, Omio, May 9, 1906.
CranLEs F. Dic

K,
United States Senator, Washington, D. O.:

Order Railway Telegraphers protest through you agalnst rate bill
amendment forbldding passes employees’ familles be acted upon to-

IMOrTrow.
A. R. Moors, Chairman,

Newark Deror, OHIO, May 9, 1506,
Hon. C. F. DICcE,
United States Senator, Washington, D. O.:

Licking Lodge, No. 80, International Association of Machinists, 1,350
employees Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, request your aid in defeating
bill now before the Senate depriving our families from free transporta-
tion on railroads, and earnestly hope you will protest vigorously the
passage of that bill

J. E, FISHER, -
District Representative.

NewArg DEeror, OHIO, May 9, 1906.
Hon. CHARLES F. DICE,
Washington, D. C.:

Licking division Order Railroad Conductors, 450 employees of Bal-
timore and Ohio Rallroad, protest vigorously against the amendment to
bill depriving our families from free transportation on railroads, and we
appeal to you in hope you will use your best efforts to defeat same.

8. FuLLer MoOoRE, Chairman.

ZaNmsviLLe, OHI10, May 9, 1906.
Hon., CHARLES F. DICE,

United States Benate, Washington, D. C.:

Understand proposed amendment to rate bill forbids passes to mem-
bers of employee’s family and to counsel not exclusively employed b
railroads. Such amendment wonld disarrange all our contracts wit
employees and counsel ; would be a hardship on both, and serve no good
purpose, Railroads should be allowed to issue passes to local counsel
regularly appointed and acting, whether exclusively employed or not,
and to dependent members of their families and those of employees.
Most all railroads’ counsel also take other business. Proposed amend-
ment goes too far. Hope you will resist its adoption.

F. A. DURBAN.

PrysmourH, OHIO, May 9, 1906.
Hon. CHARLES F. DICE

United States Se;mte, Washington, D. O.:

Believing it would be Fross injustice to employees if pending amend-
ment to rate bill forbidding passes to employees’ familles becomes law,
we earnestly request you to vote against the amendment.
0. A. FAvUsT,
Local Chairman Telegraphers.

NEWARE, OnIO, May 9, 1906,
Hon. C. F. D1

CK,
United States Benator, Washington, D. C.:

Division No. 36, Brotherhood Locomotive Engineers, 560 employees
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, earnestly appeal to you, our representa-
tive, to use your influence in defeating the amendment to bill depriving
our families of free transportation on railroads.

Cuas. C. Boeo, Chairman.

Mr. PILES presented a petition of 114 citizens of Seattle,
Wash., praying for an investigation into the existing conditions
in the Kongo Free State; which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

e also presented petitions of Pleasant Valley Grange, Pa-
trons of Husbandry, of St. Johns; of sundry citizens of Amboy,
and of Everett Lodge, No. 281, Independent Order of Good
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Templars, of Everett, all in the State of Washington, praying
for the removal of the internal-revenue tax on denaturized alco-
hol; whics were referred to the Committee on Finance. '

Mr. SCOTT. I have a number of petitions by wire on the
same subject as the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Dick] has pre-
sented, and I ask that they be printed in the Recozp.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
made by the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. CULLOM. It seems to e that printing in the Recorp
protests from lawyers simply is an unusual proceeding. I think
we had better consent to print petitions from persons who are
doing business besides lawyers, if we are to begin that course.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Illinois ob-
ject to the request of the Senator from West Virginia?

Mi, CULLOM. I will not object in this case, but it seems
to me it ought not to be done.

There being no objection, the dispatches were ordered to lie
on the table, and to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

WHEERLING, May 10, 1006.
Senator N. B. Scorr, United States Senate:
Please oppose provision In rate bill forbidding issue of passes to rail-

road attorneys.
- RosT. WHITE.
H. M. RUSSELL.

GearToN, W. Vi, May 9, 1906.

Benator N. B. SBcorr, Washington, D. C.;
The telegraphers of West Virginla, whom 1 represent, earnestly pro-
test ngainst amendment to rate bill now pending, {orblélding asses to

employees' families, etc. We urgently rsquest EG“I{ Eg&gecéhlwgztat.
"»

CLARESBURG, W. VA., May 9, 1906.
Hon. N. B. Bcorr, Washington, D. 0.:

Culberson amendment, forbidding passes except to counnsel exclu-
glvely employed bf ranmads, will work much injury to railroads in
this word * exclusive Should be struck out. o one attorney can
attend interest of roa 3 in this State, and families of employees should
not be excluded from benefit of passes. We think the amendment harsh
and impractical. We trust you will oppose it.

' JouN BASSEL.
Joaxn W. Davis.

HARPERS FERRY, W. VA., May 9, 1906.
Hon, Senator Scorr, Washington, D. C.:
Kindly opl)oaa amendment to rate bill relative restricting passes
rallroad emplo,

and families.
C. B. MarrLATT, Chairman Telegraphers.

CrAariNGTON, W. VA., May 10, 1906.
Hon. NataEAN B. SBcorr, Washington, D. C.:

The Baltimore and Ohio telegraph operators protest against pending |
r‘r’ee tans fan

sportation for their familles,
t this amendment.
C. RATHBUN, Chairman.

Mr. KEAN. I hope the Senators who have presented these
numerous petitions will draw an amendment to satisfy their
constituents and present it when the bill is reported to the
Senate.

Mr. McLAURIN. I have a telegram, not from a lawyer, that
I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the Recorp, along
with the other telegrams which have been ordered printed.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the regquest of
the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. CULLOM. I do not object when the dispatch is from
some one else as well as from lawyers, if that is to be the rule.

There being no objection, the dispatch was ordered to lie on
the table, and be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[Telegram.]
GREENVILLE, Miss., May 9, 1906.

Benators H. D. Mo~NEY and A. J. McLAURIN,
Wachlngnm, D. 0.:
Use herculean efforts to defeat Senate amendment dprohlbiting jssu-
ance of free transportation to families of employees and secure everlast-
Ing gratitude of a million rallway employees.

amendment to rate bill affecting
and solicit your support te

J. H. ALDERSOY,
Agent, Southern Railway.

Mr. BULKELEY presented a petition of 12 citizens of Bridge-
port, Conn., and a petition of the Norwalk Business Men's As-
sociation and Doard of Trade of Norwalk, Conn., praying for
the enactment of legislation fo remove the duty on denaturized
aleohol ; which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of the Municipal Art Society of
Hartford, Conn., praying for the enactment of legislation to
prevent the impending destruction of Niagara Falls on the
American side by the diversion of the waters for manufactur-
ing purposes; which was referred to the Committee on-Foreign
Relations.

Mr. PENROSH presented petitions of 20 citizens of Klingers-
fown ; of Major Jennings Council, No. 367, Junior Order United

American Mechaines, of Shenandoah, and of Fairview Couneil,
No. 89, Daughters of Liberty, of Philadelphia, all in the State
of Pennsylvania, praying for the enactment of legislation to
restrict immigration; which were referred to the Commiitee on
Immigration.

He also presented a petition of the Young Woman’s Christian
Temperance Union of Mount Washington, Pa., and a petition of
47 citizens of Allegheny, Pa., praying for the enactment of leg-
islation providing for the closing of the Jamestown Exposition
on Sunday ; which were mferreﬁ to the Select Committee on In-
dustrial Expositions.

He also presented petitions of 15 citizens of Gettysburg; of
Local Grange No. 58, of Wysox; of Local Union No. 350, of
Lancaster; of the Backus Water Motor Company, of Philadel-
phia; of D. B. Maurice Grange, No. 111, of Athens; of Local
Grange No. 1155, of Summit, and of Local Grange No. 507,
Patrons of Husbandry, in the State of Pennsylvania, praying
for the removal of the internal-revenue tax on denaturized
aleohol ; which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented petitions of the congregation of the Presby-
terian Church of Ellwood City; of the congregation of the
Huntingdon Valley Presbyterian Church, of Huntingdon Valley ;
of the Woman's Home Missionary Society of Abington; of the
congregation of the Presbyterian Church of Freeport; of the
congregation of the East Whiteland Presbyterian Church, of
Frazer; of the Home and Foreign Missionary Society of the
congregation of the Presbyterian Church of Dunbar; of the
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Allegheny County ;
of the congregation of the Second Presbyterian Church of
Wyalusing; of the congregation of the Second Presbyterian
Church of Butler, and of the Young Woman's Christian Asso-
ciation of Wilkes-Barre, all in the State of Pennsylvania, praying
for the adoption of an amendment to the Constitution to pro-
hibit polygamy; which were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. ELKINS. I present a number of telegrams from railroad
telegraphers, engineers, and members of the Brotherhood of
Trainmen, protesting against the passage of the amendment to
the rate bill as to passes. I will ask that one be read and that
the others lie on the table.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from West Virginia
asks for the reading of a dispatech. Without objection, the
Secretary will read it.

The Secretary read as follows:

[Telegram.]
GRAFPTON, W. VA., May 10, 1906.
Hon, 8. B. BELEINS,
Washington, D. 0.:

The Brotherhood ot Rallroad Trainmen of West Vi ia, whom I
re resent, earnestly test against amendment to rate biil now pending
afiecting free ransiportatlon, and urgently rﬁnest £ you use your
influence to effect defeat, as we feel it ects our personal priv-

ileges.
W. A. MircHELL, Chairman.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The dispatches sent to the desk
by the Senator from West Virginia will lie on the table.

Mr. ELKINS presented a petition of Liberty Council, No. 137,
Junior Order United American Mechanics, of Bedington, W. Va.,
praying for the enactment of legislation to restrict immigration;
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration.

Mr. BEVERIDGE presented a petition of the Board of Trade
of Indianapolis, Ind., praying for the passage of the so-called
“ Philippine tariff bill; ” which was referred to the Committee
on the Philippines.

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Indi-
anapolis, Ind., praying for the ratification of the Santo Domingo
treaty; which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Indl-
anapolis, Ind., praying for the ratification of international reci-
procity treaties; which was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

He also presented petitions of the congregation of the First
Presbyterian Church of Hammond, of the congregation of the
First Methodist Episcopal Church of Vincennes, and of the
Woman's Missionary Society of the Second Presbyterian Church
of Madison, all in the State of Indiana, praying for the
adoption of an amendment to the Censtitution to prohibit
polygamy; which were referred to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Goshen,
Ind., praying for the enactment of legislation to remove the duty
on denaturized alcohol; which was referred to the Committee
on Finance.

He also presented a petition of the Ladies’ Social Circle of
the First Baptist Church of Indianapolis, Ind., praying that an
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appropriation be made for a secientific investigation into the
industrial conditions of women in the United States; which was
referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. CULLOM. I present a couple of dispatches protesting
against the passage of the pass provision in the railroad rate
bill. 1 will not ask that they be printed in the Recorp. I do
not think that is necessary.

The” VICE-PRESIDENT. The dispatches presented by the
Senator from Illinois will lie on the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr, BERRY, from the Committee on Commerce, to whom
was referred the bill (H. I. 18439) to authorize the construc-
tion of a bridge across Tallahatchie River, in Tallahatchie
County, Miss., reported it without amendment.

Mr. GALLINGER, from the Committee on Commerce, to
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 17982) to grant to Charles H.
Cornell, his assigns and successors, the right to abut a dam
across the Niobrara River on the Fort Niobrara Military Res-
ervation, Nebr., and fo construct and operate a trolley or
electric railway line and telegraph and telephone line across
sald reservation, asked to be discharged from its further con-
sideration, and that it be referred to the Committee on Military
Affairs; which was agreed to.

Mr. ALGER, from the Committee on Military Affairs. to whom
was referred the bill (8. 1413) for the relief of Thomas J.
Spencer, submitted an adverse report ihereon; which was
agreed to, and the bill was postponed indefinitely.

Mr. BULKEELEY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
whom was referred the bill (8. 1584) to correct the military
record of Alexander Everhart, reported it with an amendment,
and submitted a report thereon.

CONDEMNATION FOE RIVER AND HARBOR IMPROVEMENT.

Mr. NELSON. I am directed by the Committee on Commerce,
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 15095) authorizing the
condemnation of lands or easements needed in connection with
works of river and harbor improvement at the expense of per-
sons, companies, or corporations, to report it favorably without
amendment, and I ask for its present consideration.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The Secretary read the bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill just read?

Mr. BACON. I could not catch the reading here. I should
like to look at it for a moment.

Mr. NELSON. I wish to say to the Senator from Georgia
that it is a House bill which has passed the House, and it is
recommended by the War Department, and unanimously re-
ported by the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. BACON. I do not wish to delay the bill if it is merito-
rious. I confess, however, that it appears to me to be a bill
which must have been introduced for the purpose of meeting
some particular case, as it is quite unusual in its terms. It
8ays :

That whenever any person, company, or corporation, municipal or
private, shall undertake to secure, for the purpose of conveying the
same to the United States free of cost, any st or easement therein,
needed in connection with a work of river and harbor improvement
duly authorized by Congress, ete.

We have a law now by which whatever is needed by the Gov-
ernment may be condemned.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, it is a case where the citizens
of a town agreed to give the Government the site for the river
and harbor improvement, but they struck some men with whom
they can not deal. The object is to authorize the Government
to institute condemnation proceedings in these cases, to be paid
by the parties who are to furnish the site.

Mr. BACON. I do not object to the object at all, but it is
an unusual proceeding. This is really a proceeding to eondemn
what is for private use by the individual,

Mr. NELSON. No; it is for the benefit of the Government.

Mr. BACON. Obh, I understand that. I, of course, under-
stand that the ultimate purpose is that the Government may
have the use of it; but, if I understand the reading of the bill,
it will be condemned in order that a private person may here-
after convey it to the Government. That is altogether an anom-
alous proceeding, so far as 1 have information as to any prece-
dent or anything in harmony with the general rule of law.

Of course we recognize the fact that there can be condemna-
tion proceedings for the benefit of the Government, but here is
a case where it is provided that where a private individual
desires to convey property and can not himself secure a good
title to the Government he can condemn it for the purpose of

putting title in the individual, in order that he may convey to
the Government. I do not think that iz in contemplation of
law, and that is what I understand to be the purpose of the bill.

The purpese, I have no doubt, is entirely meritorious, and I
do not desire to defeat the purpose; but it occurs to me that the
method by which the purpose is sought to be effectuated is not
one in harmony with the requirements of the general law which
authorizes a condemnation proceeding for the benefit of the
Government. This is for the p of condemning property
that the title may go info an individual who will thereafter
convey it to the Government. The purpose can be effected, if
it has to be condemned, by the individual paying the Government
the amount of money which the Government would have to pay
to condemn it. In that way he would indirectly be conveying
the property.

Mr. FRYE. The bill requires him to give good and sufficient
bond.

If the Senator will allow me one moment, I will state that
the case is liable to arise in this way: For instance, there was
a project to connect the lake at Tacoma with the Bound. The
United States made an appropriation for that purpose, provid-
ing that the State of Washington or the city of Tacoma would
furnish a free right of way from the lake to the shore. My rec-
ollection is that they failed, because they could not secure the
free right which they wanted to the shore in every case; and
there were a number of cases where they were not able to se-
cure it.

This bill simply provides for meeting a case like that, where
the Government is appropriatiing money for the improvement
of rivers and harbors and there is a failure on the part of the
State or the city to secure the right of way free to the Govern-
ment. It is hardly ever an individual; I have never known an
individual to have anything to do with it. The bill simply pro-
vides that the Government may institute condemmnatory pro-
ceedings through the Attorney-General, that to secure the right
a sufficient bond shall be provided, that the land shall be con-
veyed after condemnation, and that all the cost and expense
shall be paid by the party. It seems to me that there could not
be anything safer than that.

Mr. BACON. The Senator——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

Mr. BACON. If the Chair will pardon me a moment, T will
answer definitely.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Georgia will

proceed.

Mr. BACON. The Senator from Maine does not meet the
point of my objection. It is not that the Government may be
put to expense or that the party may not earry out the agree-
ment after the condemnation, but the point is that the bill
authorizes a condemnation not for the Government, although
the Government will have the ultimate benefit of it, but for an
individual who is thereafter to convey to the Government. 1t
is not a question of expense or of uncertainty as to what the

party will do, but as to our right to pass a law which shall _

condemn property for the benefit of an individual and put the
title in the name of the individual, even though he is under
bond thereafter to convey to the Government.

I do not wish to delay the bill in any unreasonable manner,
but I suggest to the Senator from Minnesota if he will let it
go over until to-morrow, so that we can have an opportuntiy
to examine it, it may be that it is all right. If it does go over
I will ask that it go over without losing its place. It occurs to
me now that there is very grave difficulty in the bill from a
legal standpoint.

Mr. FRYE. I admit I do not see it myself. Both the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors of the House and the Committee
on Commerce of the Senate have found something to be abso-
lutely necessary under circumstances which arise like that which
I have suggested.

Mr, BACON. I suggest to the Senator that In a case such as
he has instanced it is entirely competent for condemnation
proceedings to be had in the name of the Government and for
the Government, and then that the parties who wish 10 make
the donation can return to the Government the amount of money
which shall be awarded to the party in interest and against
whom the condemnation proceedings are had. It is a very dif-
ferent thing and one, so far as I cun now see, utterly unau-
thorized by the law to authorize the condemnation of property
for a private individual, even though that private individual
does give bond thereafter to convey to the Government.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

Mr. SPOONER. I do not see anything in the bill, when one
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reads it carefully, that attempts to aunthorize an individual to
condemn any real estate. It provides:

That whenever any person, company, or corporation, municipal or
private, shall undertake to secure, for the purpose of conveying the
same to the United States free of cost, any land or easement therein,
needed In connection with a work of river and harbor improvement
duly authorized by Congress, and shall be unable for any reason to
obtain a valid title thereto—

Which means by purchase, of course. It could not mean any-
{]\Jiug else. Then it confers the jurisdiction on the Secretary of

yar—
the Secretary of War may, in his discretion, cause proceedings to be
instituted in the name of the United States.

Mr. BACON. DBut if the Senator will read the bill further
he will find that the contemplation is that the title shall go to
the party who desires to make the donation, because there is a
provision in it that he shall give bond that he will convey to the
Government after the condemnation proceedings.

Mr. President, I will ask that the bill go over until to-morrow.
I will not interpose any objection after I have had time to
examine it, if I see that it is all right.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the Cal-
endar.

Mr. BACON subsequently said: Mr. President, since House
bill 15095 was before the Senate, I have had an opportunity to
read it, and I find that I misunderstood the Senator from
Maine in saying, as I understood him to say, that there was a
bond required of the party to convey to the Government after
the condemnation proceedings. I find that that is a mistake,
and that the condemnation is really to be not in favor of the
individual, but of the Government. 1 therefore withdraw my
objection to the consideration of the bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill has been read.
objection to its present consideration?

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

STEEL LIGHT VESSEL AT ENTRANCE TO JUAN DE FUCA STRAIT.

Mr. PILES. I am directed by the Committee on Commerece,
to whom was referred the bill (8. 6003) to construct and place
a steel light-ship on “ Forty Fathom Bank,"” so-called, off the
entrance to the Straits of Juan de Fuea, to report it with an
amendment, and I ask for its present consideration.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The bill will be read for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The Secretary read the bill; and, there being no objection,
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its
consideration.

The amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, in line
5, after the word “upon,” to strike out the remainder of the
bill and insert:

Swiftsure Bank, off the entrance to Juan de Fuca Strait, at a point
at or near 13 miles north T4 degrees west, magnetic, from Cape
Flattery, a steel steam light vessel, equipped with the latest improved
light and fog signals, at a cost not to exceed $150,000,

The amendment was agreed to.

The Dbill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

The title was amended =o as to read: “A bill to construct and
place a steel light vessel on Swiftsure Bank, off the entrance to
Juan de Fuca Strait.,”

ROANOKE RIVER BRIDGE, NORTH CAROLINA.

Mr. BERRY. I am directed by the Committee on Commerce,
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 18204) to authorize the
Northampton and Halifax Bridge Company to construct a
bridge across Roanoke River at or near Weldon, N. C,, to re-
port it favorably without amendment.

Mr., SIMMONS. I ask unanimous consent for the present
congideration of the bill just reported by the Senator from
Arkansas.

The Secretary read the bill; and, there being no objection,
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to its
consideration. -

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

JURORS IN PORTO RICO.

Mr. FORAKER. I am directed by the Committee on Pa-
cifie Islands and Porto Rico, to whom was referred the bill
(S. 5512) defining the qualifications of jurors in Porto Rico,
to report it favorably without amendment, and I ask for its
present consideration.

The Secretary read the bill.

Is there

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill just read?

Mr. HALE. Will not the Secretary read again that portion
of it relating to the exemptions from jury duty?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read, as re-
quested.

The Secretary read as follows:

Provided, That the exemptions from jury duty allowed by the local
law shall be respected by the court when insisted upon by veniremen.

Mr. FORAKER. T will state for the benefit of the Senator
from Maine that the only purpose of the bill is to change the
law so that they can select men who understand the English
language for jurors in the United States courts.

Mr. HALE. Is that the only infirmity in the present law in
relation fo the choosing of veniremen?

Mr. FORAKER. Yes; it is practically the only one. It is the
only one I know of. The bill is recommended by the judge of the
United States district court for IP'orto Rico, by the United States
district attorney for I'orto Rico, and by the Attorney-General.

Mr. HALE. What are the gualifications of jurors?

Mr. FORAKER. The organic act of Porto Rico provides
that the district court of Porto Rico shall have, in addition to
the jurisdiction which belongs to United States district courts
generally, the jurisdiction of the cirecmnit court, and it makes
applicable to Porto Rico, in so far as not locally inapplicable, the
Inws of the United States, among which is the statute reqguir-
ing the selection of jurors to conform to the loeal laws, and
conforming to the local laws the requirements for jurors in the
local court do not exactly suit the requirements of the business
in the United States district court, where it Is by law required
to be conducted in the English language.

Mr. HALE. That is all there is in the bill?

Mr. FORAKER. That is all there is in the bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill just read?

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

On motion of Mr. Foraxer, the title was amended so as to
read: “A bill defining the qualifications of jurors for service in
the United States district court of Porto Rico.”

LAKE MICHIGAN IMPROVEMENT.

Mr. HOPKINS. I am directed by the Committee on Com-
merce, to whom was referred the joint resolution (IH. J. Res. 134)
authorizing the construction and maintenance of wharves, piers,
and other structures in Lake Michigan, adjoining certain lands
in Lake County, Ind., to report it favorably without amendment.

Mr. HHEMENWAY. I ask for the immediate consideration of
the joint resolution.

The Secretary read the joint resolution; and there being no
objection, it was considered as in Committee of the Whole.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amendment, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

BILLS INTRODUCED,

Mr. DICK introduced a bill (8. 6097) to regulate the keeping
of employment agencies in the District of Columbia where fees
are charged for procuring employment or situations; which was
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

Mr. PENROSE introduced a bill (8. 6098) granting an in-
crease of pension to David C. Winebrener; which was read
twice by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to
the Committee on Pensions,

Mr, ELKINS introduced the following bills; which were sey-
erally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Committee
on Claims:

A bill (8. 6099) for the reilef of Jose Salazar y Ortiz; and

A bill (8. 6100) for the relief of the trustees of the Methodist
Episcopal Church of Bunker Hill, formerly Mill Creek, W. Va.
(with accompanying papers).

Mr. ELKINS introduced a bill (8. 6101) granting a pension to
John Frederick ; which was read twice by its title, and, with the
accompanying paper, referred to the Committee on Pensions.

He also introduced a bill (8. 6102) to remove the charge of
desertion from the military record of Ephraim Martin and
grant him an honorable discharge; which was read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Mr. SPOONER introduced a bill (8. 6103) granting an in-
crease of pension to William P. Visgar; which was read twice
by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee on Pensions.
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Mr. WARREN introduced a bill (8. 6104) to create the office
of captain in the Philippine Scouts; which was read twice by
its title, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Mr. SIMMONS introduced a bill (8. 6105)' to correct the
military record of Smith ¥. Carroll; which was read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Mr. GALLINGER introduced a bill (8. 6106) granting a
right of way for widening the alley connecting Nichols avenue
with Hamilton road, in the Distriet of Columbia; which was
read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying papers,
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Mr. PETTUS introduced a bill (8. 6107) for the relief of
Burwell J. Curry; which was read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Commitiee on Claims.

He also introduced a bill (8. 6108) for the relief of Dan
Walden ; which was read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Claims,

Mr. HALRE introduced a bill (S. 6109) authorizing the re-
appointment of midshipmen recently dismissed from the Naval
Academy for hazing; which was read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Mr. FLINT introduced a bill (8. 6110) to correct the military
record of Lewis W. Crain; which was read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Mr. WARNER introduced the following bills; which were
severally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on Pensions:

A bill (8. 6111) granting an increase of pension to Thomas
H. G. Lester;

A bill (8. 6112) granting an increase of pension to Hiram J.
Weston ; and

A bill (8. 6113) granting an increase of pension to John
McLaughlin. :

Mr. WARNER introduced the following bills; which were
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Claims:

A Dbill (8. 6114) to refund internal-revenue taxes paid by
owners of private dies (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 6115) for the relief of Margaret C. Montville.

Mr. ALGER introduced a bill (8. 6116) to correct the military
record of Porter I’. Misner; which was read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

He also introduced a bill (8, 6117) granting an increase of
pension to W. E. Cummin; which was read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Pensions. 4

Mr. BURNHAM introduced a bill (8. 6118) granting an in-
crease of pension to Reuben B. Watson; which was read twice
by its title, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee on Pensions. 2

Mr. PERKINS introduced a bill (8. 6119) for the protection
of animals, birds, and fish in the forest reserves of California,
and for other purposes; which was read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and the Pro-
tection of Game.

Mr. CULBERSON introduced the following bills; which were
severally read twice by their titles, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds:

A bill (8. 6120) for the purchase of a site for a Federal build-
ing for the United States post-office at S8an Marcos, Tex.; and

A bill (8. 6121) for the purchase of a site for a Federal build-
ing for the United States post-office at Nacogdoches, Tex.

Mr. CLAPP (by request) introduced a bill (8. 6122) directing
the enrollment of white persons intermarried with Cherokee In-
dians by blood, and for other purposes; which was read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committ®e on Indian Affairs.

Mr. BACON introduced the following bills; which were sev-
erally read twice by their titles, and, with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on Claims:

A bill (8. 6123) to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to pay the claim of Mrs. Mattie Stewart Glover and Mrs. Kath-
erine Stewart Ruse, the heirs at Iaw and only legal representa-
tives of the late William Stewart, of Mobile, Ala.; and

A bill (8. 6124) for the relief of the heirs of Elisha Lowry.

Mr. TELLER introduced a bill (8. 6125) for the relief of
Gustav A. Hesselberger ; which was read twiece by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

AMr. BEVERIDGE introduced a bill (8. 6126) granting an in-
crease of pension to James H. Speake; which was read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee on Pensions.

He also introduced a bill (8. 6127) granting an increase of
pension to John R. Callender ; which was read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr. PILES introduced a bill (8. 6128) to authorize the con-
struction of a bridge across the Pend d'Oreille River, in Stevens

'agproprlate the sum of
o

County, Wash., by the Pend d'Oreille Development Company ;
which was read twice by its title, and referred to the Com-
mitiee on Commerce. ;

Mr. DICK introduced a joint resolution (8. R. 57) providing
for the purchase of material and equipment for use in the con-
struction of the Panama Canal; which was read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on Interoceanic Canals.

Mr. ANKENY infroduced a joint resolution (S. R. 58) pro-
viding for the purchase of material and equipment for use in
the construction of the Panama Canal; which was read twice
Iéy ;tfg title, and referred to the Committee on Interoceanic

anals,

AID BY CUBAN GOVERNMENT TO SAN FRANCISCO SUFFERERS.

Mr. CULLOM. I present some correspondence, a letter from
the Secretary of State and a letter to him from the Cuban Gov-
ernment. I ask that they both be read, so that they may go
into the REcoRD.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read as requested. 3

The Secretary read as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, May 9, 1906.
Hon. SgeLey M. CunLLoy,
Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations,
United States Senate.

8in: In connection with the President's message of the 3d Instant,
referred to your committee, I have the honor to inclose for your in-
formation a copy of a dispatch from the American minister at Habana,
received on the Tth instant, reporting that the House of Representa-
tives of Cuba unanimously passed a bill appropriating $50, for the
San Francisco sufferers.
This information would have been communicated in the President's
message of the 3d instant if it had been received in time.
I have the honor to be, sir, your obedlent servant,
ELmau RooT.

AMERICAN LEGATION,
Habana, Cuba, May 2, 1906,
Hon. ELtHU RooT,

Beeretary of Rtate, Washington, D. .

Sir: On April 30 the lower house of the Cuban Congress suspended

the regular course of business and ﬂg\pmved unanimously a bill to

50,000 from the public treasury for the rellef

the San Francisco sufferers. This bill upon its introduction to the
upi)er house was referred to the finance committee.

n yiew of the desire of President Roosevelt, as reported in the public
press, that the American people might be accorded the privilege of
attempting to alleviate the condition of their distressed fellow-citizens
without extrancous ald and that assistance from abroad must there-
fore be declined, I availed myself of a suitable occasion to intimate
to the Secretary of State that the proposal for a sPecin] : t would
indicate as clearly as would the gassnge of the bill authorizing the
n?propﬂatton Cuba’s sympathy, and that it might be desirable in view
of this fact for the Cuban Congress without further legislation to con-
tent itself with this expression of its benevolent intention.

I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant,
EDpWIN V., MORGAN.
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The communications will be re-

ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.
AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION RBILLS,

Mr. CULLOM submitted an amendment providing for the
application of a sum not to exceed $1,000,000 from the indem-
nity fund received as reimbursement from the Chinese Govern-
ment, for the purchase of ground and the erection of buildings
for consular offices in China, Korea, and Japan, intended to be
proposed by him to the diplomatic and consular appropriation
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, and ordered to be printed.

Mr. GALLINGER submitted an amendment providing for the
acquisition of land for a public park lying east of Thirtieth
street and Branch avenue and north and south of Pennsylvania
avenue extended in the Distriet of Columbia, intended to be -
proposed by him to the Distriet of Columbia appropriation bill ;
which was ordered to be printed, and, with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

He also submitted an amendment propesing to appropriate
$100,000 for the purchase, installation, and maintenance of
water meters in the Distriet of Columbia, intended to be pro-
posed by him to the District of Columbia appropriation bill;
which was referred to the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia, and ordered to be printed.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS—MARY CORNELIA HAYS ROSS.
- On motion of Mr. McCunmeEs, it was

Ordered, That the papers filed in the office of the Secretary of the
Senate, In connection with the bill 8. 3935, Fifty-eighth Congress,
ranting an increase of pension to Mary Cornelia Hays Ross, be with-
awn, no adverse action having been taken on the same.

AFFAIRS OF M'KINLEY MANUAL TRAINING SCHOOL.
Mr. GALLINGER submitted the following resolution; which
was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to.

Resolved, That the Committee on the District of Columbia, by sub-
committee or otherwise, is hereby directed to investigate, at its
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tion, all matters connected with the administration of the affairs of the
MeRkinley Manual Training School, to Inguire into the conduct of the
schiolars” and the discipline of said school, and also to make such
further investigation of schovl affairs in the District of Columbia as
gaid committee shall deem advisable,

REGULATION OF RAILROAD RATES.

" The VICE-PRESIDENT. If there are no further concurrent
or ‘other resolutions, the Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business, which is IMTouse bill 12987.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12987) to amend an act entitled
“An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4, 1887, and
all acts amendatory thereof, and to enlarge the powers of the
Interstate Commerce Commission. !

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Unless there are further amend-
ments to section 1 of the bill, the Secretary will read section 2.

The Secretary proceeded to read section 2, beginning on page
3 of the bill.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I wish to offer an amend-
ment to section 2, which is——

Mr. LODGE. I suggest that the Senator's amendment will be
in order after the section shall have been read.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. After the reading of the section is
concluded by the Secretary, the Chair will recognize the Sena-
tor from South Carolina [Mr. Ticrman] for the purpose of
offering his amendment.

The Secretary read section 2 of the bill, as follows:

Sec. 2. That section 6 of said act, as amended March 2, 1880, be
amended so as to read as follows: -

“ See. 6. That every common carrier subject to the provisions of this
act shall print and keep open to public inspection schedules showin
the rates, fares, and charges for the transportation of passengers an
property which any such common carrier has established, and which
are in force at the time upon its route. The schedules printed as
aforesald by any such common carrler shall plainly state the places
hetween which gyroperty and passengers will be carried, and shall con-
tain the classification of freight in force, and shall also state sepa-
rately the terminal charges, icing charges, and all other charges which
the Uommission may require, and any rules or regulations which in
any .wise change, affect, or determine any Eart of the aggregate of such
aforesaid rates, fares, and charges. Such schedules shall be plainly
printed in large type, and coples for the use of the public shall be
posted in two public and corspicuous places in every depot, station, or
office of such carrier where passengers or freight, resisectively, are re-
ceived for tranmsportation, in such form that they shall be accessible to
the public and can be conveniently inspected.

“Any common carrier subject to the provisions of this act receiving
freight in the United States to be carried through a foreign country
to any place In the United States shall also in like manner print and
keep open to ‘puhllc inspection, at every depot or office where such
freight is recélved for shipment, schedules showing the through rates
estrﬁ:llshed and charged by such common carrier to all points in the
}Inlted States beyond the foreif.g: country to which It accepts freight
or shipment; and any freight s! elgped from the United States through
a foreign country into the Unit States the through rate on which
shall not have been made public, as required by this act, shall, before
it is admitted Into the United States from said foreiign country, be sub-
ject to customs duties as if said freight were of fore gn Emductlon.

“ No change shall be made in the rates, fares, and charges or joint
rates, fares, and charges which have been established and published by
any common ecarrier in compliance with the requirements of this sec-
tion, except after thirty days' public notice, which shall plainly state the
changes proposed to he made in the schedule then in force and the time
when the changed rates, fares, or charges will go into effect; and the

roposed changes shall be shown by printing new schedules, or shall

Ee plainly indicated upon the schedules in force at the time and kept
open to publie inspection: Provided, That the Commission may, in its
diseretion and for good cause shown, allow changes upon less than the
notice herein specified, or modify the requirements of this section in
respect to publishing, posting, and filing of tariffs, ‘either in particular
Instances or by a Fcneml order applicable to special or peculiar cir-
cumstances or conditions.

“And when any such common earrier shall have established and
published its rates, fares, and charges in compliance with the provi-
slons of this section, it shall be unlawful for such common carrier to
charge, demand, collect, or receive from any person or persons a
er or less compensation for the transportation of passengers or

a
grrzperty. or for any services in connection therewith, than is specified
n such published schedule of rates, fares, and charges as may at the
time be In force.

“ Every common carrier subject to the provisions of this act shall
file with the Commission hereinafter gmvi ed for copies of its sched-
ules of rates, fares, and charges which have been established and pub-
lished in compliance with the requirements of this section, and s all

romptly notify sald Commission of all changes made in the same.
Every such common carrier shall also file with said Commission copies
of all contracts, agreements, or arrangements with other common car-
riers in relation to any traffic affected by the provisions of this act
to which it may be a party. And In cases where passengers and
freight pass over continuous lines or routes operated by more than one
common carrier, and the several common carriers operating such lines
or routes establish joint tariffs of rates, fares, or charges for such
continuons lines or routes, copies of such joint tariffs shall also in
like manner be filed with said Commission. Such joint rates, fares,
and char on such continuous lines so filed as aforesaid shall be
made publie by such common carriers when directed by sald Com-
mission, in so far as may, in the judgment of the Commission. be
deemed practicable; and sald Commission shall from time to time

rescribe the measure of publicity which shall be given to such rates,
?ares. and charges, or to such part of them as it may deem it prac-
ticable for such common carriers to publish, and the places in which
they shall be published.

“No change shall be made in
upon joint tariffs, except after t
which™ shall plainly state the changes proposed to

int rates, fares, and charges, shown
irty days’ notice to the Commission,
be made in the

schedule then In force and the time when the changed rates, fares, or
charges will go into effect. 'The Commission may make public cr ra-
quire the carriers to make public such proposed changes in such man-
ner as may, in its judgment, be deemed Practlcnhle and may prescribe
from time to time the measure of [pub icity which common carriers
shall give to advances or reductions In joint tariffs.

“ It shall be unlawful for any common carrier party to any joint
tariff to charge, demand, collect, or receive from any rm-son or per-
gons a greater or less compensation for the transportation of persons
or property, or for any services in connection therewith, between any
Polnts as to which a joint rate, fare, or charge is named thereon, than
t:i[::a[:neclfied in the schedule filed with the Commission in force at the

2.

“The Commission may determine and prescribe the form in which
the schedules required by this section to be kept open to public inspec-
tion shall be pre and arranged and may change the form from
time to time as shall be found expedient.

“1f any such common carrier shall neglect or refuse to file or pub-
lish its schedules or tariffs of rates, fares, and charges as provided in
this section or any part of the same such common carrier shall, in ad-
dition to other penalties herein prescribed, be subject to a writ of
mandamus, to be issued by any circuit court of the United States In
the judiclal district wherein the principal operating office of said com-
mon carrier is situated or wherein such offense may be committed, and
if such common carrier be a foreign corporation in the jodicial cirenit
wherein such common carrier accepts traflic and has an agent to per-
form such service, to compel complliance with the aforesald provisions
of this section; and such writ shall issue in the name of the people of
the United States, at the relation of the Commission appointed under
the provisions of this act; and the failure to comply with its require-
ments shall be punishable as and for a contempt; and the sald Com-
mission, as complainant, may also apply, in any such circuit court of
the United States, for a writ of lniunctlﬂn against such common car-
rier to restrain such common carrier from receiving or transporiing
pmg:rty among the several States and Territories of the United States,
or tween the United Stated and adjacent foreign countries, or be-
tween ports of transshipment and of entry and the several States and
Territorles of the United States as mentioned in the first section of
this act, until such common carrier shall-have complied with the afore-
said provisions of this section of this act.”

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I have sundry verbal amend-
ments to offer to this section, which have been recommended by
the Interstate Commerce Commission; which I send to the desk,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The first amendment proposed by
ihe Senator from South Carolina will be stated.

The SECRETARY. On page 3, line 24, after the word * shall,”
it is proposed to insert * file with the Commission created by
this act and;” and on page 3, line 25, after the word * show-
ing,” to insert the word “all; " so as to read:

Segc. 2. That sectlon 6 of sald act, as amended March 2, 1889, be
amended so as to read as follows:

“ 8Ec. 6. That every common ecarrler subject to the provisions of this
act shall file with the Commission created by this act and print and
leep. open i) publie imspection schedules showing all the rates, fares,
and charges for the transportation of passengers, ete.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. TILLMAN. I now offer the amendment which I send to
the desk.

The SECRETARY. On page 4, line 1, it is proposed to strike out
the word * the,” before the word *“ transportation;” and in lines
1, 2, and 3 to strike out the words ** of passengers and property
which any such common carrier has established and which are
in foree at the time upon its route,” and to insert in lien thereof
the words “ between different points on its own route and be-
tween points on its own route and points on the route of any
other carrier by railroad-or by water when a through route and
joint rate have been established.”

Mr. ALDRICH,. Mr. President, I mimn afraid that the insertion
of the words “or by water ” may give this provision a different
significance from what it now has. I do not see any occasion
for using the words “or by water ” in that connection.

Mr. TILLMAN. Here is a memorandum sent me by the In-
terstate Commerce Commission, in which they explain why that
is done. I will have the memorandum read for the information
of the Senate, if it is so desired.

Mr. ALDRICH. I shall ke glad to have it read. Those words
might make an important difference under certain conditions,

Mr. CULLOM. Let the communication from the Interstate
Commerce Commission be read.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as re-
quested, in the absence of objection.

The Secretary read as follows:

The sixth section of the present law, and as it is proposed to be sub-
stantially reenacted with a few amendments in the Hepburn bill, is
framed upon no consistent or reasonable theory or plan. 1In its pres-
ent form it results from adding onto the original section, passed in
1887, the amendments of 1889, As the section now stands, with the
amendments proposed in the Hepburn bill, individual and joint rates
are without any reason treated differently. As to the individual rate,
there must be thirty days' public notice of change and prompt notice,
whatever that may mean, of such change to the Commission. As to
the joint rate, there must be thirty days' notice to the Commission,
and ‘such publieity given to the proposed change as the Commission
may order. Again, as to the Individual rate, the Commission has
authority to vary the time of notice of any change in that rate, but as
to the joint rate, the Commission can not vary the time of notice to
itself of a proposed change in that rate.

There is no reason why the joint rate as to publication at stations
and notice to the Commission ghould not stand upon the same footing
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as the individual rate. So far as the public is concerned, a rate is a
rate, whether it is over only one railroad or applies over two or more
railroads; and as to either rate the nmﬂt{ for publication is the
game. If the proviso in the Hepburn bill authorizing the Commission
to allow changes in the individual rate upon less than the thirty days
notice specified or to modify the requirements in relation to publish-
ing and posting the tariffs is yaluable to the public or a necessity to
the carriers, it should be made to apply also to joint rates; but as
above Indicated, as the bill now stands the Commission has no authority
to vary the requirement for thirty days' notice to the Commission of
changes in joint rates. Moreover, the law should distinctly provide
for the gubticatlon of joint rates, just as it does for the publication
of Individual rates.

A large portion of the act to regulate commerce and most of the
Elking law was framed to secure adherence to published tariffs. It
follows that the provisions of the law respecting the filing and publi-
cation of such tariffs should be definite and certain as to joint rates as
well as Individual rates. There should also be in section 6 a distinct
prohibition forbidding a carrier to receive or participate in the trans-
portation affected by the act unless the rates, fares, and charges upon
which the same is transported have been filed and published in accord-
ance with the grovlslons of this section, and that the published rates
shall be invariably observed.

To gecomplish this purpose the Commission, in what is known as
the * Commission Dbill,” rafted section 6 of the act to regulate com-
merce. Sectlon 2 of the Hepburn bill, which aims to amend section 6
of the act to regulate commerce, should be amended as shown on the
Inclosed cnlp)‘ of the Hepburn bill.

- With this will also found a formal amendment setting forth the
changes so Indicated.

The first purpose of the amendment is to provide In one paragraph
as well for the filing with the Commission as for the publication of all
rates, whether individual or joint, and to include therein all terminal
charges, storage charges, and all special privileges or facilities granted
or allowed. ™This places the filing and publication of all schedules on
thersairﬁ?tfootlng and makes such schedules include all rates, privileges,
or 1ac es,

Mr. TILLMAN. That is all that relates to this special
amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. There is no allusion here to the reasons for
inserting the words “or by water,” when the transportation
may be under different conditions entirely from the conditions
named in the first section of the bill.

Mr. TILLMAN. I presume that it has reference or is in-
tended to include water transportation along with railroad
transportation, or partly by railroad and partly by water, as
defined at the bottom of the first page of the act.

- Mr. KEAN. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Caro-
lina yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. TILLMAN. With pleasure.

Mr, KEAN. Noticing the memorandum which has just been
read from the Interstate Commerce Commission, 1 yesterday
introduced an amendment which covers the sixth section of
the act in regard to interstate commerce. The amendment that
I introduced is one prepared by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, and is the same as was in the Interstate Commerce
Comumission’s bill which they presented some time since.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mention has just been made of that in the
meraorandum.

Mr. KEAN. With one change. I introduced that amend-
ment yesterday, as the Senator will see, and I now offer it to
this section.

Mr. TILLMAN. What is the change the Senator makes?

Mr. KEAN. The only change is in line 2, on page 2 of the
amendment, where the words * leing charges ™ are inserted.

Mr, TILLAMAN. It will save time and be perfectly agreeable
to me to let the Commission's substitute which it sent in its
original bill be acted upon, instead of going through the trouble-
some process of inserting these amendments to the Hepburn bill.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Caro-
lina yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. TILLMAN. With pleasure.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I think it is due to the committee to make
a brief statement as to this section 6. The pending bill was
framed to make as few changes as possible in the existing in-
terstate-commerce law. In the bill sent to the committee by
the Interstate Commerce Commission, secticn 6 was rewritten
and everybody agreed that many valuable improvements were
made in it, especially in its literary phraseology and in the
clearness with which its provisions were expressed. However,
it was the wish of the committee to intrude as little as possible
upon the language of the interstate-commerce law in view of
the fact that that law had stood for twenty years and had been
reasonably effective so far as the publication of the rates was
concerned. Therefore the two important suggestions of the Com-
mission, first, in relation to the separate publication of icing
charges, and, second, in relation to the discretion of the Com-
mission to set aside the requirements of the law in special cases
as to publication—with those two amendments, the original in-
terstate-commerce law expressed with practical fullness every-
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thing that the Commission appeared to desire. For that reason
the committee dropped from the bill the new section G which
the Commission had prepared, and confined itself to this slight
amendment of the existing section 6,

I do not deny that the Commission’s rewriting of the bill is
more modern and more in consonance with present railway con-
ditions, and I have no objection at all, with the amendment
which the Senator from New Jersey has suggested—of a sep-
arate requirement for icing charges—that the section as origi-
nally framed of the interstate-commerce bill should be sub-
stituted for section 2 in the pending bill. I think it would
cover all the points made by the amendments which the Sena-
tor from South Carolina has offered.

Mr. TILLMAN To save time and a considerable amount of
routine which we will have to devote to something else 1 am
perfectly willing to accept the suggestion of the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Keax], that the substitute which he has
offered shall go into the bill instead of my amendment of the
Hepburn bill in this piecemeal way.

Mr. KEAN. Then I will offer the substitute.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands the Senator
from South Carolina withdraws his proposed amendment, and
the Senator from New Jersey proposes a substitute for the
amendment. :

Mr. TILLMAN.
line 22, on page 3.

Mr. LODGE. I think the amendment should be worded so as
to show that it comes in after the word * follows,” in line 22,
because it is not section 6 of the pending bill, but section 2. It
is section 6 of the old act that is proposed to be amended.

Mr. KEAN. The amendment is to come in on page 3, line 22,
after the following words:

Sgc. 2. That section 6 of said act, as amended March 2, 1889, be
amended so as to read as follows.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from New Jersey will be stated.

The SecreETArY. On page 3 it is proposed to strike out all
after the word * follows,” in line 22, down to the end of the sec-
tion, and to insert in lieu thereof the following:

Sec. 6. Every common carrier subject to the provisions of thls act
shall file with the Commission created by this act tariffs showing all
the rates, fares, and charges for transportation, as defined in the first
section of this act, between ints upon its own route and Dbetween
points upon its own route and points upon the route of any other ecar-
rier when a through route and joint rate have been established by
agreement or otherwise; and this provision shall apply when the route
connecting two points in the United States es through an adjacent
foreign country and when the traffic is moving to or from any foreign
Such tariffs shall plainly state the places between which
passengers or property will be carried, shall contain the classification
of freight in foree, and shall also state separately all terminal charges,
including storage, icing charges, and all privileges or facilities which
shall be allowed other than those Involved in the transportation of
passengers or property, as defined in the first section of this act, in
ordinary course between two definite points, and any rules or regula-
tions which in any wise change, affect, or determine any part or the aggre-
gate of said rates, fares, and charges, or the value thereof, to the shi
per or consignee. Every such common carrier shall also file with said
Commission copies of all contraects, agreements, or arrangements relat-
ing to any traffic or transportation affected by the provisions of this
act to which it may be a party.

The carrier shall plainly print such tariffs in lar,
keep posted, for the use of the public, two copies in two public and
conspicuous places in ever{ depot, station, or office of such carrier
where passengers or freight, respectively, are received for transporta-
tion, in such manner that they shall be accessible to the public and
can be conveniently inspected.

No change shall be made in any tariff of rates, fares, and charges
filed and published as aforesaid unless the carrler shall file with the
Commission a statement showing such changes and the date when u::r
shall take effect, and shall post new tariffs, as hereinbefore provided,
or plainly Indieate such changes upon those already posted, at least
sixty days before the taking effect of such changes; but the Commis-
gion may, for good cause shown, allow changes upon less than sixty
days’ notice, and may do this either in a particular instance or by
general order applicable to speclal eondltions and specles of traffic.

The names of the several carriers which are parties to any joint
tariff shall be specified therein, and each of the parties thereto, other
than the one filing the same, shall file with the Commission such evi-
dence of concurrence therein or aceceptance thereof as may be required
or approved by the Commission; and where such evidence of conecur-
rence or acceptance Is filed it shall not be necessary for the carriers
filing tttlm same to also file copies of the tariffs In which they are named
as partles.

The Commission may determine and prescribe the form, subjects to
be contained in, and arrangement of the tariffs required to be published
and filed, as aforesald, and may change such form, subjects, or arrange-
ment thereof from time to time as shall be found expedient.

The Commission mnfv. in its discretion and for good cause shown,
change or modlfg the foregoing requirements in respect of the publish-
ing, posting, and filing of tariffs, and may do this either in particular
instanees or by zeneral order applicable to special or peculiar circum-
stances or conditions.

No carrier shall, unless otherwise provided by this act, receive or

articipate In the transportation of passengers or property, as defined
Pn the first section of this act, unless the rates, fares, and charges upon
which the same are transported by said carrier have been filed and pub-
lished in accordance with the provisions of this section; nor shell any

The proposed substitute strikes out all after

type, and shall
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carrier charge or demand or collect or receive a greater or less or dif-

t compensation for such transportation of passengers or property,
or for any service in connection therewith, between the points named in
guch tariffs than the rates, fares, and charges which are specified in
the tariff filed and in effect at the time; nor shall any carrier refund or
remit In any manner or by any device any portion of the rates, fares,
and chargeﬂ 80 specified, nor extend to any shipper or person any privi-
Ieges or facilities in the transportation of passengers or property, ex-
cept such as are specified in such tariffs.

Any freight shi from the United States through a foreign coun-
try into the Unl States, the through rate on which shall not have
been made imblic as required by this act, shall, before it is admitted
into the United States from sald foreign country, be subject to customs
duties as if said freight were of forelgn production, and any law in con-
flict with this section 1s hereby re

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, by the courtesy of the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Kean], I desire to make a brief
statement about a matter not concerning the amendment imme-
- diately pending.

A day er two ago an amendment which I presented prohibiting
the issuance of passes was adopted by the Senate. The amend-
ment accomplished the purposes which I had in view, but in
drafting it hastily at my desk due consideration was not given
to the exceptions which were made. I desire, therefore, to en-
ter a motion to reconsider the vote by which the amendment was
adopted, merely entering it, not asking to have it acted on now,
however; and I will state that if that motion shall prevail I
will ask to have what I send to the desk substituted in lieu of
the amendment.

Mr. SPOONER. Let it be reported.

Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest to the Senator from Texas that
this matter be taken up in the Senate when it is reached.

Mr. CULBERSON. I prefer to take this course, if the Sena-

tor please.
Mr. ALDRICH. Of course, if the amendment comes back in
the Senate for one purpose, it comes for all purposes, and it may
give rise to long discussion as to what disposition shall be made
of it. I think it is much better to let it be acted upon there.

Mr. CULBERSON. 1 do not ask that the motion to recon-
glder be acted upon now.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Texas merely
enters the motion.

Mr. CULBERSON. I merely enter the motion to reconsider.

Mr. McCREARY. I ask the Senator from Texas to state
what the amendment is he proposes to change?

Mr. CULBERSON. I have already stated it; but I will state
it again.

Mr. SPOONER. Let the amendment be read.

Mr, TELLER. Let it be read.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read, if there
be no objection.

The Secretary read as follows:

That no earrier engaged In interstate commerce shall hereafter di-
re:tly or indirectly issue or give any interstate free ticket, free pass,
or free transportation, except to the officers, agents, and employees, and
members of their immediate families, actual and bona fide attorneys, of
the carrier issuing the same, to ministerg of religion and Inmates of
hospitals and eleemosynary and charituble institutions and indigent
persons. Any carrier violating this provision shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and shall for each offense pay to the United States
a penalty of not less than $100 nor more than $2,000.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The motion to reconsider is en-
tered; and the proposed amendment wiil be printed and lie on
the table.

Mr. FORAKER. I only want to say before we pass from
this matter that I hope the Senator from Texas will insist
upon his motion to reconszider in Committee of the Whole, so
that the matter may be determined before we report the bill
to the Senate.

Mr. KEAN. Now, Mr. President, let us have a vote on my
amendment.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I simply desire to say that it
it extremely difficult for those of us who have not had the op-
portunity for critieal examination to learn whether the sub-
stitute for section 6 is complete in all particulars that are of
fmportance. As I understand, the amendment proposes to
strike out entirely section 6 and substitute this in place of it.
If that is true, I wish to ask the Senator from New Jersey
whether the provision of the present bill found on page 8, be-
ginning in line 4 and running through to page 9. concluding in
line 5, is substantially incorporated in the proposed amendment?

Mr. KEAN. All I can say to the Senator from Georgia is
this: The amendment was prepared by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and it was done after very careful exami-
nation, and was put into the bill which the Commission sent
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce on the 28th day of
last November. They very strongly advocate the amendment.

I think everything is included in it except that part of the bill
to which the Senator has ealled attention.

Mr. BACON. That seems to me to be a very important part
of this bill. It is the method by which the previous require-
ments of the section can be enforced. I have not had time to
read carefully the Senator’s amendment to see whether that
is supplied in some other way.

Mr. KEAN, I think it is supplied in other parts of the bill.

Mr. BACON. It is not in other parts of the present bill,
unless I am mistaken about it

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Senator from New Jersey will permit
me, I will say to the Senator from Georgia that the amendments
which I proposed to insert in the Hepburn bill were prepared
by the Interstate Commerce Commission, but that previously
they had prepared a bill of their own, which they submitted to
the Interstate Commerce Committee, but which was not adopted
by anybody. In their memorandum, which was read at the
desk a little while ago, they state that the present law is a kind
of a composite arrangement that is more or less Involved and
contradictory, and in some places obscure, and that in rewriting
it they had prepared a bill of their own which made it more
symmetrical and clear. I accepted the substitute of the Senator
from New Jersey upon the faith I have in the Commission, that
they know more about it than either he or I or the Senator
from Georgia. .

Mr. BACON. I am very free to accord what the Senator
says about myself. I do not profess to know very much about
it, and have made no such professions in the Senate.

Mr. TILLMAN. I am not attempting to criticise the Senator.
I can not answer his question. I do not think any man in the
Senate can. We are taking it on the confidence we have in the
Interstate Commerce Commission, that they understand this
question, and they have suggested these amendments.

Mr. BACON. I, of course, accord to the Commission very
great ability in this line, and the utmost good faith, but at the
same time the responsibility is on us and not on the Commis-
sion, and I think it would be a very serious proposition that we
should not only as to small isolated provisions of this bill ac-
cept their judgment, but that we should proceed to strike out
four or five pages of this bill and insert something else in place
of it, simply upon the ground that any persons outside of the
Chamber are in favor of it.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator permit me to make a
suggestion?

Mr. BACON. I will, but there is so much conversation
around that it is very difficult to understand what the Senator
says.

Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest that this amendment be adopted
in Committee of the Whole, and then the Senator can investignte
it, and he can easily make any suggested changes in the Senate
if it Is found not to be correct.

Mr. BACON. I do not know about that; that is not our usual
method of procedure. Of course I am not in charge of the
bill; T am not one of the very active agents in its consideration
and discussion. I am endeavoring to gather what I can from
the discussion of others, and am trying to contribute what I can
to make it an effective bill. I find this, which is a very serious
proposition to me, although I may be mistaken about it. On
page 8, which is a part of the section proposed to be stricken out
by the amendment, there are a series of provisions by which the
requirements of this section are to be enforced and made effect-
ive and compulsory. Now, I ask the Senator from New Jersey
this question——

Mr. KEAN. I think if you will look on page 24 of the
House bill

Mr. BACON. Page 247

Mr. KEAN., Walit a minute.

Mr. LODGE. It is entirely covered.

Mr. KEAN. Page 8§, line 24.

On page 8, lines 4 to 9 are stricken out, because the provision
for mandamus is wholly covered on page 24, lines 14 to 22, in-
clusive. ;

Mr. LODGE. That covers the whole thing.

Mr. BACON. There is something more here than the mere
matter of mandamus. If the Senators who have suggested this
and who have looked into it are prepared to say that the pro-
visions found on pages 8 and 9, by which alone, so far as I can
see—— -

Mr. KEAN. I will say to the Senator that the penalties for
a violation of this clause are found also in the amendment
already enacted, known as the “ Elkins law,” and this does not
repeal the Elkins law.

Mr. BACON. If that is the case, this was originally an im-
proper provision to incorporate in the bill
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Mr. HALE. TUnnecessary.

Mr. BACON. The Senator from New Jersey says it is already
the law. I do not see how that can be. I do not see how the
provisions of the Elkins law can properly enforce the provisions
of this bill.

I do think that Senators who father it—those who advocate
it—ought to be in a position at least to give us definite and
positive and unambiguous explanations and opinions in regard
to it, and not simply refer to somebody else. It is evident from
the answers of the Senator himself and those who are endeavor-
ing to assist in reply to that question that nobody has given
careful examination—at least, nobody who has yet spoken—to
this proposed amendment to see whether or not it does carefully
preserve the essential features of the part of the bill which it
is proposed to strike out.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, a good many weeks ago I
had the duiy of examining, with some care, the changes sug-
gested by the Interstate Commerce Commission in section 6, and
I think I ean say to the Senator from Georgia that the changes
are mainly administrative in character and such as have been
suggested by the practical experience of the Commission.

Now, as to the omission in the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from New Jersey of any reference to——

Mr. HOPKINS. 1 should like to ask the Senator from Iowa
a question respeecting this matter. Is the proposed amendment
of the Senator from New Jersey an amendment that was pre-
pared by the Commission prior to the reporting of this bill to
the Senate by the Senate committee?

Mr. DOLLIVER. In reply to the Senator from Illinois, I will
say that at the beginning of the session the committee, by reso-
lution, requested the Interstate Commerce Commission to send
us a bill containing what in their opinion would cover the
points which we desired to amend in the existing interstate-
commerce law, and this section, which the Senator from New
Jersey has offered was section 2 of that Interstate Commerce
Commission bill. Now, it had a good many departures in lan-
guage and some departures in substance from the existing law.

So far as I am personally concerned, I did not regard the
departures from existing law as of sufficient importance to war-
rant the committee in abandoning four or five pages of the ex-
isting interstate-commerce law, though I did not doubt, and do
not now doubt, that the phraseology of the section, as prepared
by the Commission, is in many respects an improvement upon
section 6 of the existing interstate-commerce act.

Mr. HOPKINS. I should like to know of the Senator from
Jowa if at the time this bill was reported he favored the sec-
tion as reported in the bill over the proposed amendment of the
Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. DOLLIVER. At that time I went through a great many
anxieties in my devotion to the existing bill, and yet I did it
golely because I was impressed with the notion that the fewer
changes that were made in a law that had been in existence
for twenty years the better on the whole it would be.

Mr. HOPKINS. I should like the Iowa Senator to state
what has come over his spirit to cause him this morning to
advise the Senate to abandon the section that was reported by
the committee and to adopt a section that was prepared by the
Commission? .

Mr. DOLLIVER. In reply I will say that the Commission
has sent here a half dozen or more amendments. I endeavored
at the time to secure the insertion in the bill of some of those
which the Commission regarded as important. But the lan-
guage was difficult to readjust to the new provisions, and the
Commission have taken the view that on the whole the new
draft of the entire section which they have agreed upon after
very laborious consideration is superior to the old law, and
slnce the matter concerns entirely the administration of the
law I am not disposed to hold a controversy with the Commis-
sion as to the language. Now, the old proviso——

Mr. SPOONER. Mr, President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. SPOONER. I should like to inquire of the Senator from
Towa what change, if he is able to state it, the amendment
makes in the text of the bill which it is intended to supplant?

Mr. DOLLIVER., That would be a very difficult matter to
state, as the changes are very nymerous,

Mr. SPOONER. 1 am speaking of essential changes.

Mr. DOLLIVER., The essential change in the old law, which
is provided In the pending bill, is in the proviso which gives to
the Commission a discretion to suspend and set aside the pro-
visions of the law in respect to the publication of rates——

Mr. ALDRICH. And the notice.

Mr. KEAN. And the notice,

Mr. DOLLIVER. And the notice in connection therewith.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I should like to ask the Senator whether
the amendment proposed by the Senator from New Jersey was
carefully considered by the committee and rejected for the sec-
tion which the committee reported to the Senate?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I am bound to say that the committee did
niot bend very much intellectual energy to that subject at the
time.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am bound to say I did not hear the
Senator’s answer.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Owing to the peculiar situation of the com-
uilittee, these details did not receive very profound considera-
tion.

AMr. BEVERIDGE. Of course these details involve just five
pages of the bill. s

Mr. KEAN. I will say to the Senator from Indiana that
they are very carefully drawn.

Mr. DOLLIVER. The substance——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If I may be permitted, the Senator from
New Jersey injected the remark that they were very carefully
drawn. I ask the Senator from New Jersey, Which was care-
fully drawn? The provision which the committee reported, or
the provigion which he now offers as an amendment?

Mr. DOLLIVER. DBoth.

Mr. KEAN. The one I offer. 3

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Which was the more carefully drawn?

Mr. KEAN. I can not answer for the bill before the Senate,
because I had no part in its preparation.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the one you now offer was the more
carefully drawn, why did not the committee report it?

Mr. DOLLIVER. This is not a controversy between the com-
mittee and the Interstate Commerce Commission. It is a con-
troversy between the law of 1887 and those amendments, which
have been suggested by the Commission in order to make the
law more workable.

Mr. TELLER. Mr. President, we have been discussing this
bill, more or less, for the last three months. It has been un-
derstood pretty generally, whether on-authoritative information
or not I do not know, that the Commission was largely respon-
sible for this bill. Whether that is true or not I do not know.
I want to enter a general protest against this method of doing
business. On yesterday there came in a material amendment,
and I will venture to say nobody on the floor is able to state
what it means. We know it changes the original bill, or else
there is no necessity for the amendment. The Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Kean], who offered it and whose name it
bears, I understand does not attempt to explain it. The
Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dorriver], who had this bill largely in
his keeping, does not know what it is.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado
yield to the Senator from lowa?

Mr. TELLER. Certainly.

Mr. DOLLIVER. This section has been on the statute books
for twenty years, and there is no more reason why I should
know what it contains than there is that the Senator from Colo-
rado should understand it.

Mr. TELLER. I am not talking about section 6. I am
talking about this new amendment. I know what is in sec-
tion 6.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Then the Senator is the man to point out
to the honorable Senator from Georgia what the difference is
between that and the amendment.

Mr. TELLER. But the Senator was not able to tell the
Senator from Georgia what the difference was. Now, before I
vote for any measure I want to know what it means.

Mr. SPOONER. What changes it makes in the law.

Mr. TELLER. I want to know what changes it makes in
the law, if that Is the law we are proposing to reenact. The
Senator who has the bill in charge, I think, admits that he does
not know what the changes are.

Mr. TILLMAN. I sent to the desk a memorandum which
explains exactly what is to be done, and the changes, and the
reasons for them. The Senator from Colorado did not listen,
or lize would know. I can send it to the desk and have it read
again.

Mr. TELLER.
the desk.

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado
yield to the Senator from Ohio?

I do not depend on a proposition read from
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Mr. TELLER. Certainly.

Mr. FORAKER. I hope the Senator will allow the commu-
nication to be read again.

Mr. TELLER. I am willing that it shall be read, but my
method in dealing with these subjects is to take the bill and
read it myself. 1 confess my inability to get a proper idea of
a bill read from the desk and the desk alone. I do not belleve
any other Senator can, either.

Mr. President, after three months, when we had supposed
that the sixth section which was in the bill was what was pro-
posed, here comes a change. I do not know whether it is a
material change or not. I do not know whether it is better
than the original bill. I am not one of those who believe it to
be my duty here as a Senator to take the word of somebody
outside for it. If you are going to let the Commission make this
bill, send it to the Commission and let them make it, and then
adopt it. Mr. President, it is a vicious and unheard-of system
of doing business. Here it came yesterday for the first time.
Nobody has been able to see it or to know what it was until
this morning. Then it is taken up. I understand it is to be
railroaded through and put in the bill, and we will find out
later some time whether it makes any change.

I suppose it is in the power of the Senate to vote this amend-
ment in now. But I do not believe it is in the power of the
Senator who has the bill in charge to accept it and prevent me
from having an opportunity to vote against it if I see fit. I do
not know whether I want to vote against it.

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator from South Carolina has not
attempted anything of the kind.

Mr. TELLER. I know he has not. I do not know that I have
any objection to it. I am neot in the habit, and I do not intend
to be driven into it, either, of aceepting a material change in a
bill because somebody outside, who is not charged with the re-
sponsibility I am, concludes that it is better than that which we
had before us for fully three months. It may be better, but
decent legislation requires that we should have time to under-
stand it and look into it. The Senator says he has had some-
thing read here. He can have it read again if he wants, but I
shall not be able myself to form an opinion upon this subject
until I ean take the two propositions—what is in the bill now
and this amendment—and compare them. I am not willing, I
repeat, to submit to the Commission the making of this bill
The’ people of this country do not expect us to submit to the
Commission the making of this bill. We are expected to make it
here, with the assistance of the other body. If we are going
to abandon our province of legislation here, either because it
will be easier or pleasanter or because we are afraid we can
not do it ourselves, let us be honest about it and send it to the
Commission and wait until the Commission shall determine what
we ought to do.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from South Carolina started to
perfect this section, which obviously needs a great many amend-
ments, by offering a series of amendments. Then one amend-
ment was offered, a well-drawn substitute, which would have
saved the Senate the trouble of going through all those amend-
ments, and the Senator from South Carolina, in conduct of the
bill, very wisely said he would be glad to substitute a single
draft, making all the changes and perfecting it, instead of tak-
ing the time of the Senate in going through it line by line and
making a series of small but necessary changes in the wording.
It seems to me that that course is in the interest of the expedi-
tion of business.

The amendment offered Is a well-drawn section in place of
one less well drawn and to which it is proposed by the commit-
tee to offer a series of amendments. The Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Trmrman], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Keax], and the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dorriver], all members
of the committee, assure us that it is simply substituting a well-
prepared and carefully drawn draft for one that confessedly
still needs a great deal of amendment.

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator from Massachusetts allow
me to ask him a question?

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. SPOONER. The Senator says it is a well-drawn section,
I presume from having read it or having familiarized himself
with it, and, therefore, the Senator is the proper Senator to
whom I may address the interrogatory to advise the Senate
what essential changes it makes in the existing law.

Mr. LODGE. 1 was going on, if the Senator will allow me,
to explain my position. I was going to say that when three
Senators on the committee—and, as far as I know, all the mem-
bers of the committee who have given it attention—assure the
Senate that it is an advisable thing to do to take this section
drafted by the Interstate Commerce Commission as a proper
substitute instead of perfecting it laboriously here by amend-

ments line by line, which would take the whole day, I am suffi-
ciently poor spirited to be ready to accept the say-so of the
committee; and I think when they assure us of that we can
trust the committee to that extent.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to ask the Senator from Massa-
chusetts a question. I observe that the proposed section 6,
which the amendment says is to be inserted in lieu of section 6
of the bill, relates to subjects other than those embraced in
section 6 of the bill. T observe also that there are subjects cov-
ered by section G of the bill that are omitted in the section 6 which
is offered instead thereof. In other words, section 6 readopts
section 16a and Inserts after section 16 of the interstate-com-
merce act section 16a, and section 16a provides for an applica-
tion for a rehearing and rules therefor. The new section
offered leaves out all of that, and we do not know, without an
explanation at least, where we would be if we adopt this section
in lieu of the one which comprehends another matter.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, it all appears plain in the memo-
randum read at the desk. It appears that the clauses referred
to that were left out are covered by later insertions.

Mr. DANIEL. There are no later insertions here.

Mr. LODGE. And by other clauses in the bill. I do not pro-
fess to be expert about the bill, but it seems to me that if we
can not take the statement of the committee on details of this
kind we shall occupy a good deal of unnecessary time in the
completion of the bill.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Virginia confuses section
6 of this act with section 6 of the interstate-commerce act, which
is proposed to be amended by the second section of this act.

Mr. DANIEL. There is no explanation of that in the amend-
ment. I see nothing to indicate that.

Mr. KEAN. The amendment, I will say to the Senator, is
offered to section 2 of the bill, which is to amend section 6 of the
interstate-commerce act.

Mr. BEVERIDGE obtained the floor.

Mr. DANIEL. But the offering of this amendment in the
?ropgfliltlon named would seem to refer to section 6 of the pend-
ng i

Mr. KEAN. It is section 6 of the interstate-commerce act.

Mr. LODGE. Not section 6 of this bill, but section 6 of the
interstate-commerce act.

;}‘he VICE-PRESIDENT.
bill.

Mr. DANIEL. I apprehend what is done here, but there is
no statement in the amendment as proposed where it is to
come in in this bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. LODGE. 1 did not know that I had been taken from the
floor.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understood the Senator
from Massachusetts to have yielded.

Mr. LODGE. I yielded to the Senator from Virginia. Then
the debate became general and I sat down.

Mr. DANIEL. My only purpose was to find out from the
reading of the paper where it would apply.

Mr. LODGE. I will say as preliminary that I do not pre-
tend to be in the least familiar with the details of this section.
It refers to section 2 of the bill before us and to section 6
of the interstate-commerce law, not to section 6 of the pending
bill. I think that will-aid us in understanding it as a pre-
liminary.

So far as I can ke out from listening to the memorandum
rend at the d and the discussion which has occurred and
from reading and comparing the amendments, it seems to me
simply to“be a redraft’ in better form of what is before us
here in section 2, and that the omitted portions, so far as I
have been able to trace them, are covered by later insertions.
That is only what T have learned from the committee and
from the debate this morning.

Mr. BEVERIDGE, Mr. President, it appears to me that the
method of this proposed amendment is seriously important to
the Senate. For three months the Senate has been considering
this bill and its amendments. For a long time before that the
House considered the bill, and the House then sent it to this
body. For months the Interstate Commerce Committee held
hearings and deliberated upon this measure. And now, after
this lapse of time, upon the eve of the passage of what some have
termed the most important mensure that has been passed since
the civil war, a method of amendment is proposed which con-

It is at the foot of page 3 of the
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gists of merely offering, without explaining the differences, an
amendment five pages long to take the place of five pages of the
bill.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. SrooNer] has addressed
every Senator who has advocated this amendment and asked
each Senator to point out the changes, and although two of those
Senators are members of the committee they have not been able
in detail to do so.

It thus appears, Mr. President, that as a method of safety in
legislation we had better consume the few additional moments
or even the few additional hours that are suggested by the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts as being necessary before we adopt an
amendment about which the Senate knows nothing. It might be
satisfactory to the Senator from Massachusetts, it might be sat-
isfactory to two or three other Senators, and it might, if we un-
derstood it, be satisfactory to the entire Senate; but it must be
patent to every one that if this method of amendment is adopted
any evil and any vice might creep into a law for which every one
of us would be responsible before the country, and for the put-
ting in of which we could give no excuse except that we took
the word of some person else.

It occurs to me that if the bill was worth pending three
months in discussion and many more months in investigating be-
fore it was reported, now when it is upon the eve of its passage
it is worth taking a few moments to find what is contained in
an amendment which involves five pages of the bill.

Mr. LODGE rose.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I yield to the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. LODGE. I was only going to suggest that in the memo-
randum which has been read at the request of the Senator from
South Carolina it seems to me all the changes are explained.
I may be wrong, however.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Colorado [Mr. TELLER],
who is one of the most observant, and closely interested Senators
in this body in all matters of practical legislation, said he did
not understand from the casual reading the explanation made
in that memorandum.

Mr. LODGE. He can send to the desk for it and read it.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Senators sitting around me have the
same experience. I call the attention of the Senator from Mas-
sgachusetts to the fact that that memorandum assumes to ex-
plain merely the detailed amendments which were to be offered
by the Senator from South Carolina. It was not read as an
explanation of the five pages of amendments which were offered
by the Senator from New Jersey.

I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that what we are
now confronting is a method of proposed amendment which,
after months of debate upon a bill which everybody declares
to be exceedingly important, proposes to take out of the bill the
committee has reported and that the Senate has been discussing
five pages and introduce five other pages. If the mere state-
ment of that proposition does not show the recklessness of such
a method, I can not imagine any language that could exhibit
the recklessness more plainly.

It may be that the proposed amendment is precisely the thing
the Senate wants to adopt. The important thing is that the
Senate does not know whether it is the thing it wants to adopt.
It is the method, Mr. President, to which I raise objection, and
which, it occurs to me, is more important perhaps than the
amendment itself. If that method of procedure be allowed in
the Senate, then why not introduce a substitute for the entire
bill, which might be satisfactory to two or three members of the
committee?

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, I am a member of the com-
mittee that had this bill under consideration and from which
there was finally a report made. In view of all that has been
said about the responsibility of the committee in that connec-
tion, I think it is due to the committee to say that we received
from the Interstate Commerce Commission a bill which we
understood they had prepared with very great care. It was
then taken under consideration, and after it had been considered
for a few days, before we had reached any final conclusion
with respect to it, when we were in good faith debating its
respective provisions, we learned from the newspapers and
otherwise that that bill, by the friends of the proposed rate
legislation, had been abandoned, and that another bill had been
substitated ; and in a printed form it was brought before us
for our consideration. Later that bill was introduced in the
Senate by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. DoLLiver]. We never had
any opportunity in the committee to compare the two bills and
take action with respect to them which would show our prefer-
ence for the one over the other.

The truth is that the whole matter is properly characterized
in this memorandum from the Interstate Commerce Commis-

sion—and it is the language I wanted the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Terier] to have read a few minutes ago, so that
every Senator here might have the benefit of it—when they say :

The sixth section of the present law, and as it is proposed to be
substantially reenacted with a few amendments in the I:Pep{l)grn bill, is
framed upon no consistent or reasonable theory or plan.

That is exactly true. That is the kind of a bill we have,
relating to the most important subject we have had under con-
sideration, as the Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEvERIDGE] a few
minutes ago well said, since the civil war. That is the kind of
a bill that has been prepared and brought in here, and with
respect to which in that committee we could not consider and
act upon any amendment whatever. Every amendment was
cut off from consideration by the action that was taken by a
majority of the committee. All these matters would have been
carefully gone over and would have been carefully considered
and acted upon.

When the bill was thus brought in, when consideration of the
bill was thus denied, when opportunity to act upon it was thus
prevented, I do not wonder that now as we come to con-
sider it in the Senate we have this kind of difficulty. It is a
serious difficulty. I am not satisfied with the sixth section,
either as it is in the bill before the Senate or as it is in the bill
as it was originally prepared by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission; but I am of the opinion, in view of the comments the
Interstate Commerce Commissioners have made, that their sec-
tion as they originally prepared it and sent it to us is a better
section than the one in the bill before the Senate. For that
reason I am disposed to favor the amendment that has been
offered by the Senator from New Jersey as a substitute as he
has proposed.

But, Mr. President, except you take up this printed mem-
orandum and read it through from beginning to end, you will
have very great difficulty to tell just what the distinctions are.
As the Commission point out, one of the most serious difficulties
is that this section, which was framed without regard to any
reasonable theory or plan—I believe is the language of the Com-
mission—is what we had no opportunity to change. The Sena-
tor from Towa [Mr. DorLriver] has suggested to me that it was
framed twenty years ago. That is true, but the Senator adopted
it in his bill, and we were given no opportunity to point out its
defects or to take ady action upon it.

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. FORAKER. Certainly.

Mr. SPOONER. I wish to inquire of the Senator from Ohio
if he will kindly state what change this proposed amendment
makes in the law?

Mr. FORAKER. I was about to point out that it is impossi-
ble, without taking this memorandum in hand and going through
it in a detailed way, to point out what all the changes are.
But the first one is that the section as embodied in the bill that
is under consideration in the Senate deals differently with in-
dividual rates from what it does with joint rates. That is one
of the objections the Commission urge against the present bill
and in favor of the substitution of the amendment that is
offered by the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. KEAN].

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is the only important change?

Mr. FORAKER. That is a very important change. They
point out quite a number of others. I will take the time to read
it if that is desired.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield
to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. FORAKER. Certainly.

Mr. PETTUS. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator
from Ohio a question.

Mr. FULTON. I ask the Senator if he does not think it
would be wise to have section 6 reprinted with these amend-
ments inserted in italics, and that it be passed over for the
present in order that we may compare the proposed amendments
with the original text more carefully and understand them?

Mr. FORAKER. When it was suggested a few days ago that
we should pass over some proposed amendment, it was ruled, I
believe, by the Chair, that under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment under which we are acting no amendment could be passed
in that way, but that we must discuss and dispose of each
amendment as presented.

Mr. ALDRICH. The amendment could be withdrawn.

Mr. KEAN. I do not care anything specially about this
amendment. I want to perfect the bill. If there is any objec-
tion to it, I have no hesitancy whatever in withdrawing it, so
Eliﬁt we may go on with the bill. I want to get through with the
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Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest that all these amendments could
be withdrawn and that the amendment of the Senator from New
Jersey could then be printed in parallel columns with the see-
tion as it stands in the bill. Then we could go on with the
reading of the third section of the bill

Mr. FORAKER. I think it would be better to recommit the
whole bill and then have some intelligent consideration of it in
committee, for never since I have been a member of this body
has a committee been deprived of the right to consider and act
upon a bill until now, and I bope it will be a long time before
any other committee is ever deprived of that right, because
soorer or later, in the Senate or somewhere, you must answer
for that sort of proceeding.

Mr, PETTUS. Mr. President—— .

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield
to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. FORAKER. Certainly.

Mr. PETTUS. Mr. President, I desire to ask on what page
of the pending bill is this amendment to commence?

Mr. TILLMAN. On page 3.

Mr. FORAKER. At the bottom of page 3.

Mr. PETTUS. Section 6 of the bill is on page 18.

Mr. TILLMAN. But the trouble is that the Senator is con-
fuging the two 6's. We are on section 2 of the bill, incorporating
in it a new section 6 of the interstate-commerce law.

Mr. PETTUS. I understand that, but the amendment does
not state which one of the 6's it is to be a substitute for.

Mr. FORAKER. Let me say to the Senator from Alabama
that is a very trifling thing to make serious mention of in con-
nection with this bill.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, before I proceed and try to
get something done, I want to comment just briefly upon the
implied eriticism and more or less, I will not say vituperation
of the committee, but it was bordering on it, of the Senator from
Ohio. There was such difference of opinion in that committee
and such obstructive tactics, as it seemed to me, to do nothing,
emanating from those with whom the Senator from Ohio seemed
to be in afliliation, that I almost felt that it was a waste of time
to go there, because whenever the commiitee met the demand
would he, “ Let us read the bill.” It would take an hour to
read the bill of from 50 to 70 pages, and by the time we
got through reading it would be nearly 12 o'clock, and then
we would take up something and immediately the Senator would
go to make the speech which he afterwards made in the Sen-
ate [laughter]; and with one method of doing nothing and
another we simply never did do anything.

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from South Caro-
lina yield to the Senator from Ohic?

Mr. TILLMAN. With pleasure.

Mr. FORAKER. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a
question? Did the Senator discover any more diversity of
opinion in committee than he has discovered in the Senate?

Mr. TILLMAN. Not half as much, for we were only thirteen
there and we have about eighty-five here.

Mr. FORAKER. Will not the Senator admit that he was
aware we could agree at any time in the committee if he and
all the others who agreed with him had agreed with those of us
who were acting with myself, as he has stated? [Laughter.]

Mr. TILLMAN. Undoubtedly, if the majority of the com-
mittee had agreed to let the Senator from Ohio and the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island have their way, as they seem now about
to have it, we could have brought in a bill that was entirely
sati:alti'gctory to all I do not know how much longer ago than
we -

Mr. FORAKER. And if we had agreed with the Senator
from South Carolina we could have reported a bill at any time.
In other words, Mr. President, what I want to ask the Senator
to admit, as I am sure he will, is that our differences were bona
fide differences there just as they are here.

Mr. TILLMAN. Undoubtedly.

Mr. FORAKER. And I think every member of the commit-
tee, the Senator from South Carolina included, as emphatically
as everybody else, was struggling to consider the bill fairly and
to make a good bill that we might report to the Senate.

Mr. TILLMAN. Undoubtedly; but we never did consider
any of it. We read it and then immediately we began to talk,
and that was the end of it. .

Mr. FORAKER. Now, one other question——

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I rise to a question of order.

Mr. FORAKER. Does not the Senator from South Carolina
think it would have been well if we had read the bill even
oftener than we did?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Rhode Island
rises to a question of order.

Mr. ALDRICH. It seems to me this discussion Is out of
order. It is simply a discussion about what transpired in com-
mittee several months ago. It has nothing to do with this
question.

Mr. TILLMAN. I did not feel willing to let all the blame
appear to rest on the majority that had brought the bill out of
committee,

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President, I withdraw the substitute; and
I hope we will now go on with the bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Jersey
withdraws his proposed amendment.

Mr. TILLMAN. I hope Senators will get the amendments
now and let us do something, On page 3, line 24, after the
word *shall,” T move to insert the words * file with the Com-
mission created by this act and.”

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That has been agreed to.

Mr. TILLMAN. Then, in line 25, at the bottom of page 3,
after the word “ showing,” I move to insert the word “all.”

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That has been agreed to.

Mr. TILLMAN. Then, on the top of page 4, in the first
line, I move to strike out the word “the.”

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That has been agreed to.

Mr. TILLMAN. Then, on page 4, lines 1, 2, and 3, I move
to strike out the words—
of passengers and proper which an i -
tabpished ﬁ:d whichl:larletni:iy force at ath); fir:g fﬁanimﬁﬁ 1-c¢;:‘urtrei.er Ayt

And to insert—
between different ints on Its own route and between points on its
own route and points on the route of any other carrier, by rallroad
or by water, when a through route and joint rate have been established.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I object to the words “or by
water,” because they are put into this section where they ought
not to be and in a manner which will raise great doubt about
what is their meaning. I suggest that the Senator accept the
language which was contained in the amendment suggested by
the Senator from New Jersey, which reads as follows:

Between points upon its own route and between points upon its
own route and points upon the route of any other carrier when a
through route and joint rate have been established by agreement or
otherwise.

That accomplishes the same purpose and leave out the words
“or by water,” which may have a very doubtful meaning in this

connection. If the Senator is willing to accept that language
I will—
Mr. TILLMAN. I can not accept anything. The Senate

must accept it. If we turn only to page 1 and read in section
1, commencing in line 8, we come on that very phraseology :

Or partly by railroad and partly by water when both are used under
a common control, management, or arrangement for a contlnuous car-
riage or shipment.

It seems to me that the language * or by water” would apply
to a through route which would be a combination of railroads
and steamboats.

Mr. ALDRICH. I am not sure whether it would or not.
Therefore I move to amend the amendment of the Senator from
South Carolina by substituting the language I have just read.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Rhode Island
proposes an amendment to the amendment, which will be read
by the Secretary.

The Secrerary. In lieu of the amendment proposed by the
Senator from South Carolina insert:

Detween points upon its own route and between

oints upon its own

-route and points upon the the routes of any other carrier when &

through route and joint rate have been established by agreement or

otherwise.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Rthode Island to the
amendment of the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, that amendirent of the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island ought not to be adopted. The object
of that part of the bill is to provide that the earrier shall fur-
nish a schedule of its through rates. A part of that through
route may be water as well as land, by steamboat as well as
rail, and it ought to be included in the bill. There is no reason
at all why it should be excluded.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think the Senator from Minnesota is en-
tirely mistaken. The language which I propose to insert is
the language of the bill which the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission itself prepared and offered as a substitute for the pend-
ing bill. A through route is a through route by rail or water,
and it makes no difference whether the language is used or not.
My objection is that the words “or by water” would in this
eonnection give an entirely different force and effect to the
provision than it would have if the words were left out. I am
not sure but that it might apply to all water rates on the Lakes
or on the Atlantic seacoast.
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Mr. NELSON. If the Senator will allow me to interrupt him,
it is intended to cover the case where a route is partly by rail
and partly by water.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is a through route within the provi-
sions of the bill.

Mr. NELSON. In that case it ought to be included.

Mr. ALDRICH. Undoubtedly. The Senator and I do not
disagree about that. The only objection I make is that it may
include something much more.

Mr. NELSON. Oh, no; it can not include anything else.

Mr. ALDRICH. If it will meet the objection of the Senator,
I suggest that after the words “or by water” we insert “as
provided in section 1 of this act.”

Mr. NELSON. The word “water” can do no harm there,
and it certainly makes the bill clear and specific.

Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest we put in after the word * water ”
the words, “ as provided in the first section of this act.”

Mr. NELSON. What is the object in putting in those words?

Mr. ALDRICH. 8o that the through routes provided for
here shall be the same through routes that are defined in the
first section of the act and no others, making the two corre-
spond.

Mr., NELSON. There is no need of that correspondence.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think there is. I think there is very
great danger——

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, T desire to ask the Senator from
Rhode Island a guestion. I could not hear distinetly what he
said in his colloquy with the Senator from Minnesota. I desire
to ask the Senator whether he contends that the bill does not
contemplate the regulation of interstate commerce, so far as a
part of the shipment may be by water?

Mr. ALDRICH. Where they are under one control and man-
agement.

Mr. BACON. But the bill goes further than on page 1.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think not. :

Mr. BACON. It says “wholly by railroad, or partly by rail-
road and partly by water, when both are nsed under a common
control, management, or arrangement, for a continuous car-
riage or shipment.”

Mr. ALDRICH. I think, in the section under consideration,
we ought not to go beyond the definition given in section 1.

Mr. BACON. I want to ask the Senator this question:
Suppose a shipment from Chicago to New York, by rail from
Chicago to Albany, N. Y., and by boat from Albany to New
York, which can be, of course, prescribed by the shipper; does
the Senator contend that that shipment in its entirety, and
the rate under which that shipment was made, would not be
under the regulation of the Interstate Commerce Commission
under this bill?

Mr. ALDRICH. It would not unless—

Mr. BACON. If it is not, it ought to be.

Mr. ALDRICH. It would not unless “both are used under
a common controel, management, or arrangement for a continu-
ous carriage or shipment.” Otherwise it would not be.

Mr. BACON. If it is not under such regulation, then this
bill ought to be corrected. If it is true that the bill as now
framed would not reach a case of that kind, then there ought
to be an amendment which would make it reach it.

Mr. ALDRICH. Then the structure of the bill would have
to be changed.

Mr. BACON. I think not.

Mr. ALDRICH. Certainly, it would have to be.

Mr. BACON. I do not think so, Mr. President. I think that
interstate commerce is not limited to railroads by any means,
but that by every possible reason it should include any through
shipment which extends from State to State, any continuous
shipment where a part of it is by water, as well as where the
whole of it is by rail. By what possible reasoning could the
Senator from Rhode Island contend that whereas the Interstate
Commerce Commission should have the right to regulate the
rate of shipment in case of complaint between Chicago and
New York where it was all by rail they should not have the
right to regulate it in case of complaint where part of it was
by rail from Chicago to Albany and the remainder, from
Albany to New York, by water? Upon what reason would the
Senator base the contention that that should not be subject to
interstate-commerce regulation?

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, the Congress probably has
the same poswer over interstate commerce by water that it has
over interstate commerce by land, but there never has been any
attempt on the part of Congress to control, and this bill does
not contemplate any control, over interstate commerce by
water except upon the conditions named in the first section of
the bill—that is:

Where—

I read the language again—
any common carrier or carriers engaged In the transportation of
passengers or property wholly by railroad (or partly by railroad and
partly by water when both are used under a common control, manage-
ment, or arrangement for a continuous carriage or shipment), ete.

If it is the purpose of the Congress or of the Senate to ex-
tend over interstate commerce by water the authority of the
Interstate Commerce Commission other than as here men-
tioned, that involves an absolute revolution in this proposed
act and would import into it purposes and results which no man
has yet contemplated in connection with this legislation.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Rhode Island allow me
to put a question to him?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. ALDRICH. Certainly.

Mr. NELSON. 1 desire to call the attention of the Senator
from Rhode Island to the Chesapeake and Ohio case, which has
Eet(;(:ntly been decided by the Supreme Court of the United

es.

Mr. ALDRICH. Very well

Mr. NELSON. In that case the coal was shipped from West
Virginia down to tidewater, thence by water up to New Haven
by way of Long Island Sound, and from thence by rail farther
up in New England. There was a shipment at both ends by
rail and in the middle by water. Does the Senator insist that
we ought not to control such a shipment?

Mr. ALDRICH. We ought to have controlled it, and we did
control it, because the lines were under one common manage-
ment and control, and it was a continuous shipment. Those
shipments undoubtedly came within the provisions of the inter-
state-commerce act, but there never has been any attempt made,
so far as I know, under the provisions of the act, to control
ghipments by water other than under such conditions. Does
the Senator think that a shipment from Duluth, or from one
}:%ke por?t to another, ought to the put under the provisions of

is act

Mr. NELSON. Not if it Is a shipment from one lake port to
another. That is different. Here is the language:

Between different points on its own route and between points on its
own route and points on the route of any other carrier by raliroad or
by water when a through route and joint rate have been established.

That is the language. It is not where the entire route is by
water, but it is where the route is partly by rail and partly by
water. Why should not the public—

Mr. ALDRICH. But sup

Mr. NELSON. Let me finish. If the shipment is partly by
rail and partly by water, why should not the public at large
know what that whole rate is from one point to another, even
though part of it is by water? Why should they be limited to
having a rate published only where the route is partly by rail
and not have the rate for the entire distance?

Mr. ALDRICH. Does the Senator think the language of the
first section ought to be enlarged or that these conditions ought
to be removed, so that independent shipments by water ought
to be included in the through routes and put under the control
of the Interstate Commerce Commission?

Mr. NELSON. That is not the point—where it is wholly a
shipment by water—but where it is a shipment partly by water
and partly by rail, where the goods are billed through. Why,
in such a case, should not the schedule of rates be published and
fixed as to the entire route and not as to only a part of it?

Mr. ALDRICH. But suppose the part by water is by an en-
tirely independent line, and not under one common control and
management and not by continuous carriage or shipment?

Mr. NIELSON. If the goods are received and billed through
as one continuous shipment, I think they should be under the
provisions of the bill. Let me give the Senator from Rhode
Island an illustration. In the State of Minnesota the steel trost
has large iron mines. They have railroads built from those
mines down to the coast on Lake Superior, They charge such
rates for shipping ore that the independent lines can not com-
pete with them, and when the State of Minnesota undertakes
to regulate the rates they come Inlo court and say that they
have shipped their ore billed through from their mines to Cleve-
land and other ports on the lake; that it is, therefore, inter-
state commerce and the State can not regulate it, Where the
carrier comes in and claims immunity from State regulations on
the ground that it is interstate traflic, why should not a ship-
ment of that kind be put under Federal regulation and the
carrier be required to publish its rates? If the steel trust ships
a carload of iron or a lot of iron ore from the Messaba or from
the Vermilion mines in Minnesota, and bills it through to
Cleveland as one entire shipment, why should not the public be
advised as to the entire rate from the mines to Cleveland?
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Mr. ALDRICH. I think I shall have to resume the floor, as
the question of the Senator from Minnesota is getting to be
too-extensive.

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode Is-
land yield to the Senator from Peunsylvania?

" Mr. ALDRICH. I do.

Mr. KNOX. It seems to me there is likely some confusion
here about a very simple proposition. This bill does not pro-
pose to make any change in the existing law as to the charac-
ter of the carrier to which the provisions of the law apply.

I think the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NeLsoN] is entirely
correct in his interpretation of the act as it stands, and that
contains the same language that is used in the pending bill. In
my humble judgment, the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Arp-
ricH] is mistaken when he regards the proposition of the Sena-
tor from South Carolina [Mr. TittMAN] as susceptible of being
construed so as to expand the application of the act.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

Mr. KNOX. Will the Senator permit me to finish the sen-
tence so as to make my thought entirely clear?

Mr. ALDRICH. Certainly.

Mr. KNOX. The proposition of the Senator from South Caro-
lina is simply applied to the posting of the rates; and whatever
transportation between the States is covered by the act, such
transportation includes transportation by rail and water when
it is used as a continuous carriage, whether under common man-
agement or ownership or not.

The mere fact that this amendment proposes that the public
should have the benefit of notice of these rates does not expand
or enlarge the class of carriers to which the act is intended to
apply, and does apply, in my opinion.

Mr. ALDRICH. I was not certain about that myself, and I
am glad to have the assurance of the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. Kxox]. I was only anxious to know that no such
construction would be possible as might be inferred from the use
of the words “ or by water ” in a different connection from the
way they are used in the first section of the bill; and I with-
draw my amendment to the amendment.

Mr. KNOX. It could not possibly apply to water unless
water was a part of the continuous carriage and it was under
one common management.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. TiLLMAx], which has
been stated.

. The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. TILLMAN. I send the remainder of the amendments
which I desire to offer to this section to the desk, and ask that
they may be stated.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendments proposed by the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Tioramax] will be stated in
their order.

The SeEcRETARY. On page 4, line 7, strike out the word * the ”
and insert the word * all; ” and on page 4, line 7, after the words
“terminal charges,” insert the words * storage charges.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SeEcrETARY. On page 4, line 9, after the word * require,”
insert “ all special privileges or facilities granted or allowed.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SEcreTARY. On page 4, line 10, strike out the word * of,”
first occurring in said line, and insert the word “ or.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SecrETARY. On page 4, line 11, after the word “ charges,”
insert the following: “or the value of the service rendered to
the passenger, shipper, or consignee.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SecreETARY. On page 4, line 13, after the word “ be,” in-
sert the word “ kept.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SECRETARY. On page 4, line 17, after the word “in-
spected,” insert the following :

The provisions of this section shall apply to all traflie, transportation,
and facilities defined in section 1 of this act.

The amendment was agreed to. ¢

The SecreTARY. On page 5, line 9, strike out the word * es-
tablished ” and insert the word * filed.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SecRETARY. On page 5, line 11, sirike out the words
“ publie notice " and insert * notice to the Commission and to the
public published as aforesaid.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SecrErTAry. On page b, strike out lines 23, 24, and 25, and
on page G, lines 1 to 6, inclusive, and insert the following:

The names of the several earriers which are parties to any Joint
tariff shall be specified therein, and each of the parties thereto, other

than the one filing the same, shall file with the Commission such evi-
dence of concurrence therein or acceptance thereof as may be required
or approved by the Commission, and where such evidence of concur-
rence or acceptance is filed it shall not be necessary for the carrlers
filing the same to also file copies of the tariffs in which they are
named as partles.'

The amendment was agreed to.

The SECRETARY. On page 6, strike out lines 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11,
and the words * Commission of all changes made in the same "
in line 12,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CULBERSON. 1 should like to ask the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Tioraan] what is the purpose of striking
out, on page 6, from lines T to 12, inclusive, the following lan-
guage:

Every common ecarrier subject to the provisions of this act shall file
with the Commission herelnafter provided for copies of its schedules of
rates, fares, and charges which have been established and published in
com¥lmnw ?ith the requirements of this section, and shall promptly
notify said Commission of all changes made in the same,

Mr. TILLMAN. The purpose is to require the publication of
both through and local rates. There are provisions in the law
as it is now which separate the two classes of tariffs or of
schedules, and the purpose of all these amendments is to com-
pel the publication of through rates and local rates in the
same schedule at the depots.

Mr. CULBERSON. Then this requirement will be provided
for otherwise in the bill?

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I present now, simply that it
may be printed, an amendment which I shall offer to the first
section of the bill when we return to it, in order to make free
froin any ambiguity the provision of the law with reference to
water carriage in interstate commerce. I will ask that it be
read in order that Senators may have it brought to their at-
tention in the REcorp and can make the insertion themselves in
the copies of the bill they have before them.

tT];fl VICE-PRESIDENT. The proposed amendment will be
stated.

The SECRETARY. In section 1, page 1, line 8, after the word
“railroad,” it is proposed to insert * or wholly by water;"” and
also, in section 1, page 1, line 11, to insert the words “ by
through bills of lading or otherwise.” N

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The proposed amendment will be
printed and lie on the table.

The Secretary will state the next amendment proposed by
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr., TILLMAN].

The SECRETARY. In section 2, page 6, line 12, it is proposed to
strike out the word “ such,” at the end of the line.

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next amendment proposed by
the Senator from South Carolina will be stated.

The SECRETARY. In section 2, page 6, line 13, after the word
“earrier,” it is proposed to insert the words * subject to this
act.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the next
amendment proposed by the Senator from South Carolina.

The SecreTARY. In section 2, page 6, line 16, after the word
“ party,” it is proposed to strike out all of the bill down to and
including line 23, on page T.

The VICE-PRESIDENT.
amendment.

Mr. BACON.

Mr. NELSON.
again. >

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will again state the
amendment.

The SEcReTARY. In section 2, page 6, line 16, after the word
“ party,” it is proposed to strike out all of the bill down to and
including line 23 on page 7.

Mr. BACON. Is that an amendment offered by the Senator
from South Carolina?

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes.

The VICE-PRESIDENT.
South Carolina.

Mr. TILLMAN, I will explain here that the Interstate Com-
merce Commission says: _
A large portion of the act to regulate commerce and most of the
Elkins law was framed to secure adherence to published tariffs. It
follows that the previsions of the law respecting the {iling and publi-
cation of such tarifis should be definite and certain as to joint rates as
well as individual rates. There should also be in section G a distinet
prohibition forbidding a carrier to receive or participate in the trans-
portation affected by the act unlesg the rates, fares, and charges upon
which the same is transported have been filed and published in aceord-

ance with the provisions of this section, and that the published rates
shall be Invariably observed.

The question is on agreeing to the

What is that amendment?
I should like to hear that amendment read

It was offered by the Senator from
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This is where the new law and the existing law are in conflict
and where there is confusion, and the purpose of the amendment
is to try to clarify it.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
of the Senator from South Carolina.

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The next amendment of the Sena-
tor from South Carolina will be stated.

The SecRETARY. In section 2, page 8, beginning with line 4,
it is proposed to strike out to the end of the section, in line 5,

age 9.
i Mr. NELSON. 1 desire to call the attention of the Senate to
the fact that we agreed to one amendment there, on page T, lines
T to 23.

The VICHE-PRESIDENT, That was included in the other
amendment.

The SECRETARY. In section 2, page 8, beginning in line 4, it is
proposed to strike out the remainder of the section and to in-
sert the following:

No carrier shall, unless otherwise provided by this act, engage or
articipate In the transportation of passengers or property, as defined
n the first section of this act, unless the rates, fares, and charges
upon which the same are transported by said carrier have been filed
and published in accordance with the provisions of this section; nor
shall any carrier charge or demand or collect or recelve a greater or
less or different compensation for such transportation of passengers or
properlir. or for any service in connection therewith, between the points
named In such tariffs than the rates, fares, and charges which are speci-
fied in the tariff filed and in effect at the time; nor shall any carrier
refund or remit in any manner or by any device any portion of the rates,
fares, and charges so specified, nor extend to any shipper or person any
privileges or facilities in the transportation of passengers or property,
except such as are specified in such tariffs.

Mr. BACON. Do I understand that is proposed in lien of the
provision found on page 8 of the bill?

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes; in lieu of the part stricke r out.

Mr. BACON. From line 4, page 8, to line 5, page 9.

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes; this is a substitution for chat.

Mr. BACON. I want to say a word about that. The Senator
may be correct. Of course I am open to conviction about it and
will gladly conform to his amendment if I am shown to be incor-
rect; but I do not think, Mr. President, that the provision which
is proposed to be inserted in lieu of that which is stricken out
relates directly to the matter which is incorporated in the pro-
vision which is thus proposed to be siricken out. I will read
the words proposed to be stricken out, and I will ask the atten-
tion of the Senate to them. After providing for the filing of
rates and their publication, ete., beginning in line 4, page 8, is
the following language:

If any such common carrier shall neglect or refuse to file or publish
its schedules or tariffs of rates, fares, and charges as provided in this
section or any part of the same, such common carrier shall, in addition
to other penalties hereln prescribed, be subject to a writ of mandamus,
to be issued b{y any circuit court of the United States in the judieial
district wherein the principal operating office of said common carrier
is situated or wherein such offense may be committed, and if such com-
mon carrier be a foreign corporation in the judicial eireuit wherein
such common carrier accepts traffic and has an a}éent to perform such
gervice, to compel compliance with the aforesaid provisions of this
section; and such writ shall issue in the name of the people of the
United States, at the relation of the Commission apgointed under the
provisions of this act; and the failure to comply with its requirements
shall be punishable as and for a contempt; and the said Commission,
as complainant, may also apply, in any such circuit court of the United
States, for a writ of injunction against such common carrier to re-
strain such common carrier from recelving or transporting property
among the several States and Territories of the United Btates, or be-
tween the United States and adjacent foreign countries, or between

rts of transshipment and of entry and the several States and Terri-
ories of the United States as mentioned in the first section of this
act, until such common ecarrier shall have complied with the aforesaid
provisions of this section of this aet.

It will be noted, Mr. President, that that section contains the
provisions by which the machinery is provided for the enforce-
ment of the provisions with reference tv the publication of
schedules. The important fact 1o. which I want to ecall the
attention of the Senate is this, that, while that language is
found in the pending bill, it is copied almost word for word
from the law as it now stands; and the effect of the adoption of
the amendment just proposed by the Senator from South Caro-
lina, if I correctly understand it, will be not simply to change
the provisions of the pending bill, but to very materially change
the provisions of the existing law.

We have before us a compilation, if I may so term it, which
embraces the pending bill and also the existing law as it will be
if the pending bill should be passed; in other words, the exist-
ing law with the amendments which will be incorporated upon
it by the pending bill. By referring to page 36 of that compila-
tion, beginuing in the twenty-first line to the end of the twenty-
second line n page 37, it will be found that the pending bill is
almost {denfieal with the provision in the present law, the only
differerce beicg such as indicated by the words stricken out
and tle words inserted in italics, There are only five changes

made in the existing law by the pending provision which it is
proposed to strike out. These five changes are as follows—and
I state them to show that they are not material changes: On
page 37, line 2, after the word * principal ” and before the word
“ office,” the word * operating " is inserted, so that it will read,
instead of * prinecipal office,” as in the present law, “ prineipal
operating office;” in line 9 the word “ Commissioners” is
stricken out and the word “ Commission” is inserted; in line
12 again the word * Commissioners” is stricken out and the
word “ Commission” inserted; and in line 13 the word * com-
plainants” is stricken out and the word * complainant” is
inserted. So that, for all practical purposes, the provision of
the pending bill which is found on pages 8 and 9, which it is
proposed to strike out, may be said to be verbatim the existing
law, the amendments which are proposed to it being altogether
formal and not material. 3

So that we have the proposition here, Mr. President, not
simply to strike out of the pending bill this provision, but we
have the proposition to strike out of the existing law the pro-
visions which have been incorporated, and have been there for
twenty years, by which it is sought to enforce the requirements
for the publication and filing of these schedules.

What reason is given for such a radical change as that? I
have before me the printed slip, with which the Senator from
South Carolina has furnished us, containing the reasons which
are suggested why these changes should be made. The reason
which is suggested for the striking out of this entire page, found
as it is both in the pending bill and in the existing law, is this:
I read from page 4 of the printed slip:

On page 8, lines 4 to 9—

It evidently means from line 4, page 8, to line 9, page 9—
are stricken out, because the provision for mandamus is wholly covered
on page 24, lines 14 to 22, inclusive,

We will turn to page 24 and find that and see. The reason
given why not only this provision of the pending bill, but this
most important and vital provision in the existing law shall be
stricken out, is that there is found on page 24 of the pending
bill, from line 14 to line 22, inclusive, the following langunage:

That the circult and district courts of the TUnited States shall have
Jurisdiction, upon the application of the Attorney-General of the United
States at the request of the Commission, alleging a fallure to comply
with or a violaqﬂon of any of the provisions otg gaid act to regulate
commerce or of any act supplementary thereto or amendatory thereof
by any common carrier, to ue a writ or writs of mandamus com-
manding such common carrier to comply with the provisions of said
acts, or any of them.

In other words, the present law which is substantially, in
fact almost verbatim, stated on page 8 of the pending bill, goes
a great deal further than that, and specifies, in the first place,
the jurisdiction in which any of these various suits may be filed
for the purpose of compelling compliance with the provisions of
this act. If Senators will read them—I will not read them
again, as I have already read them in the hearing of the Sen-
ate—it will be seen that it is most important that the jurisdie-
tion should be defined, because there are cases in which, in the
absence of that specific definition of jurisdiction, it wounld be
gravely doubted where the jurisdiction rested if any jurisdiction
could be definitely fixed at all.

But that is not the most important part of it. On page 8, in
line 18, it goes on further, now, to say what shall be the penalty
or what consequences shall flow from the failure of a rail-
road company to comply with this provision about the publi-
cation and filing of schedules. It says this:

The fallure to comply with its requirements—

That is, the requirement where the mandamus is issned—
shall be punishable as and for a contempt—

Which is left out of the provision found on page 24.

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Seéenator allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. BACON. Just let me finish this, and I will, with pleasure.
and the sald Commission, as complainant—

This is all left out— *
may also apply, in any such circuit court of the United States, for a
writ of injunction against such common carrier to restrain such com-
mon carrier from receiving or transporting property among the several
States and Territories of the United States, or between the United
States and adjacent foreign countries, or between ports of transship-
ment and of entry and the several States and Territories of the United
Btates as mentioned In the first section of this act, until such common
carrier shall have complied with the aforesaid provisions of this section
of this act.

Now, all of that is omitted.

Mr. TILLMAN. Now, will the Senator permit me?

Mr. BACON. I will, with pleasure.

Mr. TILLMAN. The first thing I want to ask the Senator is
whether, if a judge issues a writ of mandamus and the party
discbeys i, the judge would not punish it as for contempt?
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Mr. BACON. He might do it.

Mr. TILLMAN. Would he not?

Mr. BACON. I presume he would, but there are many——

Mr. TILLMAN. Very well. So to provide that the judge
shall punish for contempt is not necessary. The second point
in the amendment offered here is that instead of leaving it to
the judge to declare by proceedings that the carrier must do so
and so, Congress declares it right here; in other words, that
the carrier shall not engage in interstate commerce unless it
does file its rates.

Mr. BACON. That is stricken out.
Mr. TILLMAN. No indeed.
Mr. BACON. I beg pardon.

Mr. TILLMAN. Just read the substitute for it. The Senator
was not paying attention.

Mr. BACON. Yes; I think I am paying attention.

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Secretary read it again? It is
stricken out, but there is nearly as much reinserted.

Mr. BACON. There is nothing here in the part to which the
Senator calls my attention, and to which he says I have paid no
attention, which provides for the filing by the Commission in
the circuit court of a bill asking for a writ of Injunction against
a common carrier restraining it from engaging interstate
commerce,

Mr. TILLMAN. Nothing whatever, because on page 24 there
is a general provision empowering the Commission to apply to
the circuit court in the case of disobedience to any part of this
act. Why do you want to specify that the court shall punish
for one thing when there is a general provision authorizing the
court to punish for disobedience to any section?

Mr. BACON. The Senator is mistaken. The provision on
page 24 does not in any manner authorize the filing of a bill for
the purpose of restraining the common carrier from continuing
in interstate commerce so long as it disobeys this requirement
of the law.

Mr. TILLMAN. By reason—

Mr. BACON. The Senator will pardon me, that I may finish
the sentence. On the contrary, it limits the remedy entirely to
that of mandamus. Under the law as it now exists and as it
has existed for twenty years, the Commission is authorized to
apply either for a mandamus or for a writ of injunction, and
that which it is now proposed to sirike out limits it to man-
damus and entirely repeals that part of it. It not only strikes
it out of the pending bill, but repeals existing law in the particu-
lar which authorizes the Commission to go into court and file a
bill for the purpose of restraining a carrier from continuing in
interstate commerce so long as it defiantly refuses to obey the
plain mandate of the law.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT, Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. BACON. I do.

Mr. FULTON. I will ask the Senator from Georgia if under
the bill as it is proposed to be amended, where the provision is
made—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair is obliged to inform the
Senator from Georgia that his time has expired.

Mr. FULTON. I should like to have the Senator answer my
question,

Mr, TILLMAN (to Mr. Forrox). It is now your time;
go on.

Mr. FULTON. I ecall the attention of the Senator from
Georgia to the fact that the proposed amendment makes it un-
lawful for a carrier that has failed to file its schedules to con-
tinue in interstate commerce, and a violation of that provision
would subject it to the penalties In other portions of the bill.
There would be that remedy. The carrier could be prosecuted
criminally if it engaged in carrying interstate commerce after
refusing to file its schedules. In addition to that is given the
right to proceed against it by mandamus and compel com-

pliance. There are two remedies. Surely they would seem to
be sufficient.
Mr. BACON. Well, they may be sufficient in the opinion of

the Senator, and I presume they are sufficlent in the opinion
of the Senator from South Carolina, but still the fact remains
as 1 have stated it. I presume the Senator from Oregon is
asking me a question so that I can reply in his time. The fact
is, as I have stated it, that under existing law there is the ad-
ditional security given which authorizes the Commission to file
a bill to restrain a railroad from continuing in interstate com-
merce until they comply with the mandate of the law. For
what reason that additional security should be stricken out I
am not able to find out from the explanation which has been
made by any of the Senators.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I concur in the main in the
views expressed by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacon]. I
think the substitute recommended by the Commission in
lieu of what is in the bill and what is in the existing law
will dilute the effect of the law and make it less effective. By
turning to the original bill you will notice that there are two
remedies conferred, one by mandamus and the other by in-
Jjunction, to compel the carrier to file and publish his schedule
of rates. While it iIs true that the remedy by mandamns may
be preserved in the bill on page 24, yet certainly the remedy by
injunction is not preserved in clear terms. In the paragraph
prepared by the Interstate Commerce Commission and pre-
sented by the Senator from South Carolina, there is this
language;

No ecarrfer shall, unless otherwise provided by this act, engage or

ticipate in the transportation of passengers or property, as deflned

the first section of this act, unless the rates, fares, and cha
upon which the same are transported by sald carrier have been filed
and published, ete.

It provides no remedy. Now, in the provision that is stricken
out there is a remedy. I will read a portion of it.

And the said Commission, as complainant, may also apply—

That is, they may first apply by mandamus to compel the rail-
road to file and publish the rates, and, if they fail to obey, have
them adjudged in contempt. Then it adds:
in any such circult court of the United States, for a writ of Injunction
against such common carrier to restrain such common ecarrier from re-
celving or transfmrﬂng property among the several States and Terri-
tories of the United States, or between the United States and adjacent
foreign countries, or between ports of transshipment and of entry and
the several States and Territories of the 'Un[tuf States as mentioned in
the first section of this act, until such common carrier shall have com-
plied with the aforesaid provisions of this section of this act.

It goes further than the proposed amendment. The proposed
amendment prohibits them from engaging in interstate com-
merce until they file and publish such rates, but it does not go
on and prescribe a clear and eflicacious method of enforcing it.

Under the bill as it remains, and that I understand is prac-
tically the law, the Interstate Commerce Commission can go
into a court of equity and by complaint apply for a writ of in-
junction and have the carrier restrained from doing interstate-
commerce business until it is ready to comply with the order,
and that is the most efficacions remedy there is.

So, taking the two propositions together, I think the provi-
sions as they are in the bill are much stronger and more effect-
ive and ought to be retained. I say this with all due respect
to the opinion of the Interstate Commerce Commission.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from South Carolina.
[Putting the question.] By the sound——

Mr. TILLMAN. I dislike to put the Senate to the trouble
of calling the roll, but I am very certain that this proposed
amendment is merely to strike out surplusage in the act; be-
cause with a general remedy provided on page 24, prescribing
punishment for any disobedience to this act, there is no use for
this provision at this point.

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a gques-
tion?

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that both
Senators have already spoken to this amendment, and under the
rule, strictly construed——

Mr. TILLMAN. I call for the yeas and nays.

Mr. TELLER. Let us have the amendment read.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It will be stated by the Secretary.

The SECReTARY. On page 8, beginning in line 4, strike out the
remainder of the section and insert:

No earrler shall, unless otherwise provided by this act, engage or
E]uticlpnte in the transportation of passengers or property, as defined

the first section of this act, unless the rates, fares, and charges
upon which the same are transported by sald carrier have been filed and
published in accordance with the provisions of this section; nor shall
any er charge or demand or collect or recelve a greater or less or
different compensation for such transportation of passengers or pro|
erty, or for any service in connection therewith, tween the %oin
named In such tariffs than the rates, fares, and charges which are
specified In the tarif filed and In effect at the time; nor shall any
carrier refund or remit in any manner or by any device any portion of
the rates, fares, and char 80 specified, nor extend to any shipper or
person any privileges or facllitles in the transportation of passengers
or property, except such as are specified in such tariffs.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment just read.

Mr. TELLER. I want to know whether that is a part of the
amendment which the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Keax]
withdrew.

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Senator will permit me, this has no
connection with the Senator’s amendment. It is an amendment
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offered by me, coming from the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, and explained in the memorandum. The substitute
here enacts into law what the Commission would otherwise ob-
tain only by judicial process. We enact into the law what is
forbidden ; and if you leave the law like it is, you can not keep
these people from engaging in interstate commerce without
going to the court, whereas under this amendment Congress
prohibits a public carrier from engaging in interstate commerce
unless it does publish its rates, and then the provision on page
24 provides punishment for any disobedience of the act.

Mr. TELLER. It seems to me to be rather late to make
radical changes in the bill. We have been led to suppose that
the bill as it came from the House was the bill which we would
be called to vote upon, except some amendments which were to
be offered to it, not amendments in the way of emendations
from the bill, but additions to the bill. I do not kncw but that
this will make it better. In fact, I think, to tell the honest
truth about it, that almost anything would make the original bill
better than it is. But at the same time I should like to have
this proceeding go on in such a way that we would know what
kind of a bill we have got. I suppose when these amendments
are adopted, if they are adopted (without anybody knowing
what they are or what their effect is), we will have an oppor-
tunity in the Senate to continue the debate indefinitely. It
seems to me, if we are to go on and add new things we had
supposed were settled, we will open the door for absolutely
unlimited debate on this subject, and it will take you till next
month to get through with this bill. If there is necessity for
this class of amendments, I am quite contented that they shall
be made, but I should like to know what evil in this bill is to be
cured by this class of amendments.

Mr, TILLMAN. I do not want to seem to criticise the Sena-
tor, but that has been explained twice, and if he did not hear it
because he was out of the Chamber, at lunch or somewhere else,
I can not help it

Mr. TELLER. A man can not stay here all the time, and I
think I stay here as many hours as any other Senator on the
floor.

Mr. TILLMAN. I will try to explain it, if the Senator will
hold the floor. I have been notified that I have consumed my
time. I have already explained it twice.

Mr. TELLER. This is an unusual method. It is not the cus-
tom to debate a bill for three months, and then at the last
moment have these amendments come in without any opportu-
nity to know what they are. It is not unreasonable that a Sen-
ator who has given some attention to the bill should like to
know why these changes are made, and whether they are nec-
essary to be made. He might inquire, I think properly, why
they were not made thirty or sixty days ago. Now, I will hear
any suggestion the Senator from South Carolina wishes to make.

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator has already been informed that
this bill was not considered in committee at all. While it was
in committee it was never considered with any view to amend-
ment or change, and all the debate we have had in the Senate
has been largely on the court-review proposition and the propo-
sition to prohibit the issuance of injunctions suspending the
Commission rates. We have not discussed the balance of the
bill at all in the Senate, and we never discussed it in the com-
mittee.

Mr. TELLER. I do not mean to criticise the Senator who
has this bill in charge. I know the difficulties he has had pre-
gsented to him. I know there was some difference in committee,
and that the bill came fo us from the committee without any
change recommended by the committee.

For myself I want to say now, because I may not have an-
other chance to say it, in my opinion, it is an exceedingly bun-
gling bill from beginning to end. It seems to me it might have
been changed in committee, and it also seems to me it might have
been changed in the Senate within the last three months. 1
think it needs some change. I was led to suppose from the
silence in reference to some of these amendments at least that
they had been settled.

It is not the usual method of dealing with a subject. We re-
peat in this bill the law that now exists, and then make changes
in it. I do not want to make any disturbance or delay any-
thing, but T shall reserve the right to go and get lunch and not
be criticised becanse I did not hear what the Senator from
South Carolina said in my absence.

Mr, BACON. I should like to make a suggestion to the Sena-
tor from Colorado.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado
yield to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. TELLER. I do.

Mr. BACON. I simply want to call his attention to the fact
that the particular point at issue here is that the act of 1887

1887 together.

provides that under certain circumstances, where a railroad
company fail to file certain schedules, the Commission may go
into court to enjoin them from proceeding with interstate busi-
ness until they comply with the law, and that this amendment
strikes that out and at no other place does it insert anything
in lieu bereof. This is the point I make.

Mr. TELLER. -Then it does not seem to me that it is an im-
provement on existing law.

Mr. BACON. I am opposed to the amendment for that
reason.

Mr. ALDRICH and others. Question!

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, before the vofe is taken upon
the amendment, I should like to understand the theory of it bet-
ter than I do now. I hope I may be permitted to say that, like
the Senator from Colorado, I can not stay on duty in the Capitol
more than eight or ten hours without taking my eye off a
particular thing. I was out of the Chamber for a few moments,
meeting a delegation of my own people who are here to see me
upon business that is being considered in a committee, and for
that reason I did not hear the explanation which has been
offered by the Senator from South Carolina of an amendment
which deprives this bill of one of the remedies provided. I
hope he or some one else who is behind this amendment will
kindly explain it. I believe I have fifteen minutes, and I will
be glad, if I can, to yield it for that purpose.

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. President, I want first to apologize to
the Senator from Colorado, if the Senator from Virginia will
permit me, for having indicated that it was impossible for me
to explain to Senators who kept going in and out and who on
returning to the Chamber had missed hearing an explanation.
I am not criticising the Senator from Virginia or anybody else.
The Senator says he can not remain in the Capitol on duty
more than eight or ten hours. It has been my misfortune to
have to remain on duty, regardless of my own feelings or any-
thing else, whenever this bill was up, and I have tried to do so.

Mr. DANIEL. I beg leave to say that I have been here when-
ever the Senator from South Carolina has been, and oftener,
too, and I do not wish anything I say to be disparaged by being
brought in contact with anybody else. I have no doubt that
every Senator is trying to do his duty as best he ean. .

Mr. TILLMAN. I was trying to apologize to the Senator by
saying that I can not explain it to Senators unless they are
here. 1 twice tried to explain it, I will try now for the third
time.

Mr. DANIEL. Everyone knows he can not hear when he is
not present.

Mr, TILLMAN. The purpose of all these amendments which
have been inserted—a good many things have been put in sinece
the Senator went away—is to perfect the language and the
structure. The law as it now stands is involved and contra-
dictory, because they dovetailed the act of 1889 and the act of
Then the Elkins law has come along and im-
posed punishments for things that are provided for here. This
very provision here about injunction and mandamus, which the
Senator will find on page 8, the line proposed to be stricken out,
is to compel a carrier to publish his rates, and if he does not
publish them the Commission may go into court and, by man-
damus or injunction proceedings, prohibit him from entering
into interstate commerce.

The amendment which I have offered here, coming from the
Interstate Commerce Commission, by an act of Congress pro-
vides that a man shall not engage in interstate commerce un-
less he does publish his tariff. Then the punishment for a diso-
bedience of this provision is to be found on page 24, where the
penalty clauses of the entire bill come in, and any obedience
to any of its parts is provided for.

If Senators want to provide, in addition to the mandamus
proceeding provided on page 24, for injunction proceedings and
punishment for contempt, I submit to them they can do it there
and preserve the two classes of punishments just as well as to
put it in here and then go on over there and put it in again.
It is already in over there.

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a ques-
tion?

Mr. TILLMAN. The Senator from Virginia has the floor.

Mr. DANIEL. I give up the floor.

Mr. BACON. Is it not true—

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I rise to a question of
order.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Rhede Island
will state his question of order.

Mr. ALDRICH. The construction which is being put upon
the rule and understanding is such that Senators make four
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or five different speeches upon the same question right along
under the guise of asking a question of somebody. The Sen-
ator from Georgia has made three or four speeches since I have
been in the Chamber.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President——

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from South Carolina has cer-
tainly made three in the last half hour.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair is of opinion that the
Senator from Georgia has exhausted his rights under the rule.

Mr. BACON. I only want to ask a question and not to make
an argument. "

Mr. TILLMAN. I bave already been taken down. I would
be willing to get down and stay down if I could get the bill
through. The Senator from Virginia took the flcor. When he
sat down, that cut me off and it cut off the Senator from
Georgia, and nobody has a right to speak unless it is some one
who has not spoken on the amendment.

Mr. BACON. I have twice attempted to ask the Senator this
question, and it has been objected to by others, and this par-
ticular guestion has never been asked.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired, under the rule. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. DANIEL. I ask that it may be again stated.

The VICE-PRESIDENT, The amendment will be again
stated.

The Secretary again stated the amendment.

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I think I can explain this
matter in a few words. This section cuts out the writ of man-
damus, but the writ of mandamus is provided for on page 24, It
does not provide any penalties, because the Elkins Act provides
the penalties. Now, when we come to page 24 we can incorpo-
rate the injunction. That is the proper place for it to be
incorporated, because that applies to a violation of any section
at all of the act.

Mr. BAILEY. Does not the Senator from Maryland think
that when Congress makes a given act unlawful an injunction
would lie against it unless expressly forbidden?

Mr. RAYNER. I was just going to say that there is no neces-
gity for providing for a writ of injunction. If the act makes a
thing unlawful, of course you can enjoin; but if you have it
specifically provided for, the place to provide for it is on page
24, because that provides for a mandamus against any viola-
tion, and we can add to it an injunction for any violation, and
then you have the penalties of the Elkins Act. So you have
the mandamaus, you have the injunction, and you have the penal-
ties, and I do not think you want anything more.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The guestion is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
TILLMAN].

Mr. BACON. With the permission of the Chair, I desire to
state that I will be content if the provision is put into the sec-
tion as the Senator from Maryland indicates.

Mr. RAYNER. I will offer it.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WARREN. I offer the amendment which I send to the
desk, to immediately follow the amendment just adopted.

Mr. LONG. I call the attention of the Senator from South
Carolina to the fact that he has one other amendment not yet
acted upon. The words at the top of page 9 should be stricken

out. .

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That portion has been stricken
out.

Mr. TILLMAN. From the top of the page to the-end of the
section has been stricken out.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WArRreN] will be stated.

The SecreTARY. It is proposed to add at the end of section 2
the following:

That In tlme of war or threatened war preference and edprecedence
ghall, upon the representation of the President of the United States of
the n therefor, be given, over all other traffic, to the transportation
of troops and material of war, and carriers shall adopt every means
within their control to facilitate and expedite the military tratfic.

Mr. WARREN. I think there can be no objection to the
amendment. The War Department regards it as absolutely
necessary.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I offer the amendment which I send to
the desk, to come in at the end of section 2.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
junior Senator from Wisconsin will be stated.

The SEceeTARY. After the amendment just adopted insert as
section 2a:

Sec. 2a. That there be added after section § of said act a new sec-
Uon, to be known as section 6a, and to read as follows:

“ 88c. 6a. Every person shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeano!
who shall, directly or indirectly, do, or cause, procure, or sollclt to bl
done, or assist, aid, or abet in the doing of any of the following acts,
namely : Any act of unjust discrimination as defined In this act, any
fraudulent act or false representation by which transportation is ob-
tained or atten’:gted to be obtained at less than the lawfally established
rate. Bald misdemeanors shall be punishable by imprisonment at hard
labor not more than five years nor less than one year or by fine not
exceeding $20,000 nor less than $1,000.”

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the junior Senator from Wisconsin,
which has just been read.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, the amendment which
I offer imposes the penalty of imprisonment from one to five
years for any act of unjust diserimination, as defined in the
interstate-commerce act and the Elkins law amendatory thereof.
It makes no change in the punishment by fine provided in the
Elkins law, which is from one thousand to twenty thousand dol-
lars. My amendment proposes the additional alternative pen-
alty of imprisonment for violations of the law, now punishable
by fine only.

It is the experience of mankind that respect for law is In
some degree dependent upon the penalties imposed for its viola-
tion. ‘The penalty must be severe enough to deter those dis-
posed to violate its provisions from incurring the risk of so
doing. It is a matter of small concern to the railroad to pay a
fine for lawbreaking when they can exact the money from the
publie to meet the payment. The railroad official shrinks from
serving a term of imprisonment. The testimony taken by the
committees of Congress and the reports of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission bear witness to the fact that the railroad
companies of the country undertook very soon after the enact-
ment of the law of 1887 to have stricken out of that law the
penalties of imprisonment provided for its violation. The In-
terstate Commerce Commission appeared from time to time be-
fore the committees of Congress and opposed the change. Not
withstanding this, the change was made when the Elkins law
was enacted in 1903. Since that time violations of the inter-
state-commerce law have been punishable by fine only.

As early as 1891 the Interstate Commerce Commission, in
opposing the repeal of the penalty of imprisonment, said:

The imposition of criminal penalties upon rallway officials, as well
as the corporation itself, where suci: officials participate in a violation
of the law Is unquestlonably a wise and salutary feature of the act.
I § , in those cases where punishment by imprisonment is pre-
scribed, such punishment can, in the nature of things, be inflicted only
on a real individual or natural person, and not on the abstract en-
tity or artificial person, like a corporation.

In 1894, in meeting the arguments of the representatives ot
the corporations who were endeavoring to secure the abolition
of the imprisonment feature of the interstate-commerce act, the
Commission said:

In this connection we may properly allude to certaln modifications
of the penal provisions of the act which are advocated by many rall-
road managers. It is proposed by them to exempt the officers and em-
ployees of carrying corporations from eriminal liabllity for rate cutting
a.l:u:iy similar offenses, and to impose such liabilities solely upon the
corporations themselves. In brief, the argument is that the extreme
severity of the present law operates to prevent its enforcement; that
rallway managers will not give information against their rivals when
the consequence might be the imprisonment of Individuals with whom
their personal relations are friendly and familiar, but that such dis-
closures would be freely made if they resulted oniy in the imposition
of a fine upon the offending corporations. We are not prepa to in-
dorse this view. Corporations can act Onl{, through their officers and
nigeuts, and necessarily an offense agninst business rectitude and pub-
lic morality must be committed by some individual who has knowledge
of the law, and consciously transgresses its provision.
“mf now referred to Involves, in our judgment, a high d
tarpitude, which should rlghtfullr subéect to exposure an
the fersons who are lgn[lty of it. We believe that the corporations
should themselves be indictable, and regard it a mistake of the pres-
ent statute that they are not, but we also believe that their officers and
agents should remain amenable, as they are now, to the penal obliga-

ons of the law. This view Includes retention of the imprisconment
feature In the tenth section.

These were indeed strong reasons for retaining the penalty
which the railroads were 8o eager to have stricken from the
law. And the argument of the Commission did prevail for a
time, but the railroad managers were insistent and the Elkins
law eliminated imprisonment as a penalty.

Mr. President, I anticipate if there be any discussion of this
matter at all, it may be asserted, as it has been heretofore in
this debate, that the Interstate Commerce Commission and other
advocates of additional legislation have given their approval
to the Elkins law. It is possible, sir, to quote general indorse-
ment of the Elkins law from the testimony of members of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, and from their annual reports
to Congress as well. It is not possible to quote from them any
specific indorsement of the amendment abolishing the penalty of
imprisonment for violations of the law.

As evidence of the fact that repeal of the penalty of imprison-
ment invites to further violation of the law, I cite the facts

i
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discovered by experts who examined the books of the Wisconsin
railroad companies.

The Elkins law was approved on the 19th of February, 1903,
Under an act of the legislature of Wisconsin expert accountants
were authorized to investigate the books of railroad companies
doing business in that State. That investigation began, or was
noticed to begin, on the ist of October, 1903. That was seven
months after the Elkins law went into effect. The investiga-
tion discloses that the rebates paid by a single company doing
business in Wisconsin were as follows:

In January, 1903—I state it only in round numbers—8$37,000;
in February, $57,000; March, $47,000; April, $26,000; May,
$25,000; June, $13,000; July, $101,000; August, $32,000; Sep-
tember, $46,000. The investigation began in October, the pay-
ment of rebates for that month fell off to $9,000, and in No-
vember to $600, and in December to $2,000. The investigation
discloses that one of the railroad companies of that State paid
something more than twice as much in rebates to shippers in
Wisconsin during the year following the enactment of the
Elkins Inw as they had paid the preceding year.

What was true of Wisconsin is true of other States. The
result was inevitable. If the law is to be respected and up-
held, those who viclate it must be made to suffer such penalties
as will cause them to heed and obey its mandates.

If we expect the prohibitions of ihe interstate-commerce act
to be effective, then we should restore imprisonment as a pun-
ishment, and I believe increase the term of years imposed as
a penalty for its violation. :

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment propesed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, LA
FoLLETTE].

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, before the guestion is put on
this amendment, I desire merely to say that I have an amend-
ment pending which I intend to move at the proper time at
the end of the bill, which provides for the restoration of the
penal clauses of the original act of 1887, which were repealed
in the Elkins law, which I think ought to be restored, and
which I think go quite far enough.

Mﬂt'. STONE. I should like to have the pending amendment
rea

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin will be again read.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE., Before it is read, Mr. President, I
wish in response to a suggestion, which I think a good one, to
incorporate in line 9, after the word *“ which" and before the
word * transportation,” the words “ interstate and foreign com-
merce.”

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin as modified.

The SecreTArY. After line 5, page 9, insert as a new section
to be known as section 2a, to read as follows:

Sec. 2a. That there be added after section 8 of said act a new section,
to be known as section 6, and to read as follows :

= . Ga. Every person shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
who shall, directly or indirectly, do, or caunse, procure, or solicit to be
done, or assist, ald, or abet in the dol.nF of any of the following acts,
namely : Any act of unjust discrimination as defined in this act, any
fraudulent act or false representation by which interstate and foreign
commerce transportation is obtained or attempted to be obtained at less
than the lawfully established rate. BSaid mist?emeanors shall be punish-
able by imprisonment at hard labor not more than five years nor less
than one year or by fine not exceding $20,000 nor less than $1,000."

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I desire to make a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Massachusetts
will state his parlinmentary inguiry.

Mr. LODGE. If this amendment should be voted down, would
it then be in order for me to offer my amendment at the end of
the il)il], where I have proposed that it should come in as a new
section?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that the
Senator’s amendment would be in order at the end of the sec-
tion should the pending amendment be voted down.

Mr. LODGE. My amendment provides for adding a new sec-
tion. It seemed to me that the proper place for it to come
in was at the end of the bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that the
amendment would be in order.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I should like to inguire of the
Senator from Massachusetts what is the number of the amend-
ment to which he refers?

Mr. LODGE. It is on page 141 of the pamphlet of amend-
ments.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I suggest that it be read at the desk, so
that we can all hear it.

Mr. LODGE. ' 1 can state it in one moment, if the Senator
from Indiana desires me to do so.

Mr. STONE. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts for
that purpose.

Mr. LODGH. It simply amends the Elkins law in such way
as to restore the penal clauses of the act of 1887. The Elkins
law repealed the penal clauses of the act of 1887, which pro-
vided for imprisonment as well as for fines, and which were
enforced some thirteen years. My .proposed section simply
amends the Elkins Act so as to restore the old clauses.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I prepared and offered an
amendment to the same general effect as that outlined in the
statement made by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lopge]—an amendment to the Elkins law, intending to restore
the imprisonment clauses; so that, whatever the phraseclogy
may be, the purpose of the amendment of the Senator from
Massachusetts and the one which I have presented differs very
slightly, in my opinion.

Mr. President, I think I will not say anythinz now beyond
thig, that I feel that the imprisonment eclauses, the penalty
clauses, of the statute onght to be restored. To say that a per-
son violating this specific law can not be convieted is to im-
peach the capacity and efliciency of the judiciary. I sea no
reason why a conviction can not be had, and the penalty of im-
prisonment imposed, if the facts put in evidence sustain the al-
legations of the indictment; and I have no doubt in my mind
that the fear of imprisonment will have a far more restrain-
ing influence upon those who are in charge of these great carry-
ing lines and contribute more to the observance of the law
than the fear of a mere fine paid out, ultimately at least, of
the treasury of the corporation. I believe, Mr. President, that
one conviction followed by one imprisonment would afford a
deterrent example of infinitely more importance than a dozen
convictions followed by a mere fine.

I shall vote to disagree to the amendment now pending, with
the intention of voting to restore all the penal eclauses of the
act of 1887.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, for the purpose of letting
everyone see the difference in the minds of Senators as dis-
closed by these amendments for enlarging the penalties, and for
the reason stated by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. StoxEe],
I ask that the pending amendment offered by the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Lopee] may be stated at the desk. It is
very brief, I understand.

Mr, LODGE. Mr. President, my amendment does not in-
clude the penal clauses. It restores them. It repeals the re-
pealing clause of the Elkins Act.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I mean that.

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator desires to know the difference,
he should have the original act of 1887 read. 1 presume the
Secretary has it at the desk. It is on pages T and 8, section 10
of the act as amended March 2, 1889.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. If it comprises as much as two pages, I
ghall not ask to have it read.

Mr. LODGE. It is a long section.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Could the Senator not in a few sentences
state the difference between his proposition, the proposition of
the Senator from Missouri, and the old law?

Mr. LODGE. The old law, as I understand, provided for the
imposition of a fine not exceeding $5,000 or imprisonment in the
penitentiary for a term not exceeding two years, or both.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then I should be very glad to have from
the managers of the bill, the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Tiriman] and the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dorriver], a state-
ment as to which provision they think preferable.

Mr. HOPKINS. They may not favor either.

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator from Indiana agree to
vote for the one which I favor?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I did not hear what the Senator said.

Mr. TILLMAN. If the Senator wants to put it on me to de-
termine, I will ask him if he will vote for the one which I
favor?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will say to the Senator from South Caro-
lina that his opinion wounld probably be very influential, but not
entirely conclusive. Perhaps, however, if joined with the opin-
ion of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dorriver] it might well be
conclusive.

Mr. TILLMAN. I shall be glad to get either amendment;
but I should prefer this one, because it is shorter and a little
harsher,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

M;‘. LODGE. Certainly, I yield to the Senatof from Wis-
consin,

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Just to say this, that the language in
whichh my amendment is framed is the language .of the recom-
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mendation of the Interstate Commerce Commission, with an
amendment which I suggested here a little time ago, excepting
as to the amendment increasing the penalty of the act of 1887,
as already stated by the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President ‘

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. STONE. I desire to ask the Senator from Massachusetts
in his opinion would it not be best to adopt the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForrLerte], and perfect it
by adding the provisions of the amendment he offers?

Mr. LODGE. No, Mr. President; I should say not.
Mr. GALLINGER. That would put them in prison twice.
Mr., LODGE. 1 think we had much better restore the old

clauses of the act of 1887, which seem to me quite sufficient to
meet the purpose. It is the fact of imprisonment, not the
length of the term, that would be effective. I think the old law
is amply sufficient, and I think it is necessary for the same rea-
son as stated by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. StoNE].

Mr. STONE. If the Senator will permit me a moment in his
time, I said that I felt inclined to vote against the amendment
of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forrerre] ; but, upon
reflection, I feel rather inclined fo vote for it, and then with
a view of perfecting it by adding—

Mr. LODGE. 1 mention this amendment of mine because I
wish to say that I shall vote against the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin, which I think is foo extreme and
unnecessary. I think the old law which has been in existence,
as I have said, for seventeen years is quite sufficient.

It seems to me also I may say, before I take my seat, that the
proper place to put this clause is at the end of the bill as a
new section. The new section that I have proposed reenacts
the provisions of the Elkins law in certain other respects, but
repeals the repealing clause and makes all of the offenses sub-
ject to the penalties prescribed in section 10 of the act of 1887.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE, Before the Senator from Massachusetts
yields the floor will he permit me to ask him a question, as I
can not now take the floor in my own right?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, T think I was misunder-
stood in stating that the language of my amendment is in all
respects the language recommended by the Interstate Commerce
Commission. I will say that the penalty which was provided in
the amendment which I offered is, so far as the imprisonment
is concerned, a severer penalty than that suggested by the In-
terstate Commerce Commission in its recommendation of 1887.
The fine recommended by the Interstate Commerce Commission
the last time they submitted a recommendation upon this spe-
cific paragraph was only $5,000. Since that time the Elkins
law has increased the fine to $20,000 as the maximum Ilimit.
Therefore, and for that reason, I have incorporated in this
amendment the same fine that is provided in the Elkins law,
but adopted an imprisonment penalty which T believe would be
severe enough to command the respect of the railroad com-
panies themselves.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Before the Chair puts the question,
he will say that under the Chair's interpretation of the unani-
mous-consent agreement a Senator can not speak in the time
of another Senator $f he has already occupied the floor in his
own right. :

The question is——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I shall be glad to withdraw my re-
marks, Mr. President. I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. BRANDEGER. Mr. President, is the amendment open
to amendment?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. It is open to amendment.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Then, I move, in line 5 of the amend-
ment, after the word * indirectly,” to insert the word * will-
fully.”

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment
will be stated.

The SecreTARY. After the word * indirectly,” in line 5, it is
proposed to insert the word * willfully ; * so as to read:

Sec. Ba. Every person shall be deemed gullty of a misdemeanor who

ghall, directly or Indirectly, willfully do, or cause, procure, or solicit
to be done, ete.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRaANpEGEE] to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wiseonsin [Mr. LA ForLETTE].

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I do not wish this question

to go to a vote without a brief statement. It comes before the
Senate somewhat in the shape of a criticism against the legis-
lation of 1903, and I think it is due to the Senate and to the
House of Representatives to say that there were before Con-
gress at that time very good reasons for a modification of the
penal provisions of the interstate-commerce act.

It is all very well to talk about the severity of these penal-
ties, but the naked and very instructive fact is that from 1887
to 1903 the severity of these penalties had not resulted in the
conviction or incarceration of anybody for a violation of this
Iaw, and unless I am greatly out of the way the impression
was made upon Congress in 1903 that the difficulty of discov-
ering these offenses, all of them secret in their character, was
g0 greatly inereased by these severe penalties that, in the opin-
ion of wise and good people, the law would be made more effect-
ive if the penalties were abandoned and the prosecution main-
tained for the imposition of fines on the corporation offending.

1 think it also ought to be said in explanation of the action of
Congress that, for the first time in the history of our interstate-
commerce legislation—since 1903—the Government, by its erim-
inal prosecutions, has succeeded in making any impression upomr
the secret eriminal practices of the railway.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. May I ask the Senator from Iowa a
question?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Is the Senator aware of the fact, I
should like to inquire, that the Federal judge in whose court
the Burlington Railway Company was convicted a week or two
ago, in imposing a penalty of only a fine said——

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I will say that I saw that
statement in the newspapers.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The statement was that if there was
a provision for imprisonment in the penitentiary, much more
in the way of insuring obedience to the law might be accom-
plished.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I saw that, and I am not out of sympathy
with the proposition the Senator has presented.

1 have already suggested to my colleagues here that I will
not hesitate to vote for this amendment, but 1 regret that it
has been presented in the form of a criticism of what Congress
has done.

It is also a mistake to say that the eriminal provisions of the
statute have been entirely eliminated. All of these offenses
are in the nature of conspiracies to violate the law, and the
indictments which have been found by the grand jury in New
York against the trunk lines in connection with the sugar-
trust rebates have taken the form of indictments for conspiracy
to violate the law, which does earry the penalty of imprison-
ment as well as fine,

I think the most amazing fact in connection with our rail-
way experience has been the utter indifference to these provi-
sions of the law by the managers of these great properties.
Only a year ago one of the most important and influential and,
1 will add, one of the most reputable railway presidents in the
country told me that it was ridiculous to expect the railroads to
obey the law on the subject of rebates; and his remark, in-
tended partly as a jest, aroused my indignation. My theory
is that the enforcement of these laws does not depend altogether
upon penalties, whether fine or imprison. The enforcement
of these laws and the obedience of railway managers to the
requirements of these acts of Congress rest largely in an aroused
public opinion throughout the United States that shall bring
these great representatives of property interests to that sane
respect for the statutes that ordinary people have in the United
States.

I have not risen, therefore, to object to the restoration of
these penalties, but simply to say a word in explanation of the
course which Congress has taken from time to time in the
matter and to emphasize a conviction that has been growing
upon me that our market place will be delivered from these
erimes when the public opinion ¢f the community comes up to
the help of these enactments of Congress.

Mr. LODGE. Before the Senator sits down I should like to
ask him one question. Of course most of us took part in the
legislation of 1903, and if there is any criticism of my propo-
sition to restore the penal clauses it falls on me quite as much
as on any other Senator who voted for it; but is it not true
that the Department of Justice believe now that it will be for
the advantage of the law and its enforcement to restore the
penal clauses?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I understand so. I did not rise for the
purpose of disputing that. I think that the close scrutiny of
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the books and accounts of railway companiés provided for in
this bill will tend to reveal these crimes which for twenty years
were almost inscrutable to the officers of the law. I shall vote
very cheerfully to restore these penalties, because I believe
that the most serious feature of the railway situation has been
the acquiescence of the publie, practically by common eonsent,
in this negligence and contempt of the law.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator state which of the pro-
visions he prefers—the one of the Senator from Wisconsin or
the other?

Mr. DOLLIVER. 1 expect to vote for the one offered by the
Senator from Wisconsin because that is vigorous, and I have not
geen the other or even heard it read.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr, President, I am somewhat surprised to
hear the Senator from Iowa say that the railroad managers of
this country have been negligent in observing the law, because
that implies that the officers whose duty it is to enforee the law
are more culpable than the railroad managers themselves. I
have yet to learn that in this country the law is to be enforced
by those whose misdeeds it is intended to punlsh, and when it
is admitted that the railroad managers have not obeyed the
law, it must be because the officers of the Government have not
properly enforced it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Texas
¥ield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. BAILEY. I do.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I used the word “ negligent” as applied to
these people inadvertently. Of course I regard the violation
of the law as a crime, but the Senator will not deny that the
erime is in its very nature such as may elude the eye of the
law and go unwhipped through the whole machinery of justice
which we have had for the last twenty years.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I am afraid that the offenses
of all rich eriminals elude the vigilant eye of the law too often,
and I want to see the time come in this country when the richer
a man is the more certain it will be that he is punished every
time he violates the law of the land——

Mr. DOLLIVER. I have no controversy with the Senator
about that.

Mr. BAILEY. Becaunse upon them rests the highest obli-
gation to obey the law. The man of little consequence and of
less property owes the law small gratitude for its protection.
He feels the Government only when he is summoned to serve
upon its juries or called to fight its battles, He never knows
what it is to have its officers called to protect his property, and
therefore he can be partially excused when he does not re-
spond with alacrity to the eall for the protection of the prop-
erty of other people. But the men who manage the railroads
and who conduct the great enterprises of this country owe to
the respect for the law and to the obedience of the law the
protection of every dollar’s worth of property they own; and it
is an amazing circumstance to me that those who are the most
deeply interested in the supremacy of the law should be the
mr“ﬁ who openly admit their repeated and flagrant violations
of it.

Restore these penalties, put two of these rallroad managers
in the penitentiary, and their fate will become a warning to
all others. As certain as the swift vengeance of the law shall
fall on some the others will desist from their offenses. They
love money well enough to take the chances of losing some in
the hope of making more, but the rich and prosperous will not
take the chance of punishment in the penitentiary. If they
can not be brought, out of respect for the law, to obey it, let us
put them in the common jail, where they will be powerless to
defy it at least for a season.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I move as a substitute for the
amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La
Forrerre] the amendment which I have heretofore submitted.
It appears on page 141 of the pamphlet amendments.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Massachusetts
moves a8 a substitute for the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. La ForrerTe] as amended, the amendment here-
tot:erg submitted by him. The proposed substitute will be
stated.

The SecreTARY. In lieu of the amendment as amended it is
proposed to insert the following:

Section 1 of an act entitled “An act egula
with foreign nations and among the Statgesr,&rt::;r;ved Engfuog?eﬁ
1903, is hereby amended to read as follows: .

“That anything done or omitted to be done by a corporation com-
mon carrier, lungect to the act to regulate commerce and the acts
amendatorﬁ thereof, which, if done or omitted to be done by any di-

rector or officer thereof, or any receiver, trustee, lessee, agent, or person
acting for or emplnyed' by such corporation, would tute a misde-

meanor under sald acts or under this act, shall also be held to be a
misdemeanor committed by such corporation, and upon conviction
thereof it shall be subject to like penalties as are prescribed in sald
acts or by this act with reference to such ns t as such pen-
alties are herein changed. The willful falluore upon the part of any
carrier subject to said acts to file and publish the tariffs or rates and
charges as required by said acts or strictly to observe such tariffs until
changed according to law shall be a misdemeanor, and upon convie-
tion thereof the corporation o!fend!n&)ahsll be subject to a fine of not
less than §1,000 nor more than $20, for each offense; and it shall
be unlawful for any person, persoms, or corporation to offer, grant,
or give or to sollcit, accept, or receive any rebate, concession, or dis-
crimination in respect of the transportation of any property in inter-
state or foreign commerce by any common carrier subject to said act
to regulate commerce and the acts amendatory thereto whereby any
such groperty shall b{nany device whatever be transported at a less
rate than that named the tariffs gubllshed and filed by such earrier.
as is required by sald act to regulate commerce and the acts amenda-
tory therete, or whereby any other advantage is given or discrimination
is practiced. Every person or corporation who shall offer, grant, or

. glve or solicit, accept, or receive any such rebates, concession, or dis-

crimination shall be deemed t{;uilty of a misdemeanor, and shall be
subject to the fines and penalties prescribed in section 10 of the act to
regulate commerce agsroved February 4, 1887, as amended by the act
inroved March 2, 1899,

‘' Bvery violation of this section shall be prosecuted in any court of
the United States having jurisdiction of crimes within the district in
which such violation was committed or through which the transporta-
tion may have been conducted; and whenever the offense is n in
one jurisdiction and completed in another it may be dealt with, in-
quired of, tried, determined, and Jmnished in either jurisdiction in the
:;me 1:{l:arm:e:.‘ as if the offense had been actually and wholly committed

ere

“In construning and enforcing the provisions of this section the act,
omission, or failure of any officer, agent, or other tJ[:.lber:;m:. acting for or
emp:o_veci bg any common carrier acting within e scope of his em-
ployment shall in every case be also deemed to be the act, omission,
or failure of such carrier as well as that of the person. Whenever any
carrier files with the Interstate Commerce Commission or publishes a
particular rate under the provisions of the act to regulate eommerce or
acts amendatory thereto, or participates In any rates so filed or pub-
lished, that rate as against such carrier, its officers, or agents in any
prosecution begun under this act shall be conelusively deemed to be
the le; rate, and any departure from such rate, or any offer to depart
tggre om, shall be deemed to be an offense under this section of this
act.”

mMrEl K;IOX. Is an amendment to the proposed substitute now
order

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands not.

Mr. FORAKER. Mr. President, very much like the Senator
from Towa [Mr. Dorriver], I do not rise to oppose the amend-
ment of this bill so as to provide the penalty of imprisonment
for the violation of the Interstate-commerce act or any provi-
sion of this bill, if we should see fit to make it a law; but I
rise, rather, as he did, fo point out how it came that in the leg-
islation known as the “ Elkins law,” enacted February 19, 1903,
we abolished this penalty of imprisonment.

The Senater from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForLrerTE], speaking on
that same point a few moments ago, took occasion to say that
the Interstate Commerce Commission had never recommended
the abolishment of the penalty of imprisonment. Technically
and strictly speaking, that is probably true; but on another oc-
casion I called attention to the fact that in the Seventeenth An-
nual Report of the Interstate Commerce Commission, which was
a report published immediately after the Elkins law was en-
acted, the Commission took oceasion, speaking of that law, to
use this language, to which I eall the attention of Senators.

Speaking of the Elkins law, the Commission, in the first re-
port after the Elkins law was enacted, said:

The amended law has abolished th
the only punishment now provided is ethgullriirgsl&%nm::gﬂggg:’mﬁ's s{g‘:
corporation can not be imprisoned or otherwise punished for misde-
meanors than by money penalties, It was dtﬂ:eme(iJ expedient that no
greater punishment be visited upon the offending officer or agent, The
various uments In favor of this change have been stated in former
reports and need not here be repeated.

I submit that the langnage thus employed by the Commission
indicates what the faect was, that the Commission had a dis-
tinet and positive relation to the enactment of the Elkins law.
The members of that Commission appeared before the Inter-
state Commerce Committee, as every member of that committee
knows, and every member of that committee knows also that
every member of the Inferstate Commerce Commission who
appeared before that committee represenied that there should
be that change made in the law.

When I spoke here on another occasion and ealled attention
to that fact, I relied upon the expression made by the Commis-
sion in this report, that they had repeatedly in former reports
expressed the argument in favor of this change. I relied upon
that, and made the statement that they had repeatedly, in their
former reports, made that recommendation. I have since then
looked through their former reports, and I do not find their
former recommendations as strong as I had supposed I would
find them from what they had said when they appeared before
the Interstate Commerce Committee, and from what they said
in their report following the enactment of that legislation. But
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I call attention to the fact that in the twelfth annual report, at
page 19, speaking of the difficulty of enforcing the law, they say:

If it is asked why the criminal remedies are not applied, the answer
ig that they have been, and without success. The most earnest efforts
have been made by the Commission and by prosecuting officers In vari-
ous parts of the United States to punish infractions of this law. While
some fines have n imposed, no substantial effect has been produced.
It is plain to the Commission that satisfactory results can not be ob-
tained from this course. The difficulties in the way of securing legal
evidence necessary to a conviction are such as to be in most cases
insurmountable. The fact may be morally certain, but the name, the
date, the amount can not shown with the particularity and cer-
tainty required by the criminal law.

And so they went on at length. In other reports they have
repeated substantially the same statement, ecalling attention
to the fact that in ecriminal prosecutions to enforce the law it
was necessary to prove a vielation of the law, according to
the rules governing in the trial of eriminal prosecutions, beyond
a reasonable doubt. That is what they had been unable to do.
Therefore they appealed to us to make the law one they could
enforce and asked us to abolish the provision providing for
imprisonment as one of the penalties.

Now, that is exactly how that proposition came before the
Interstate Commerce Committee, as every member of the com-
mittee knows. So far as I am aware, no railroad had anything
whatever to do with it or even any knowledge of it, although
they may have been fully informed. I remember that the very
same argument that-is repeated here in these reports was made
before the committee, and the committee, in passing upon the
Elkins law and repealing imprisonment as one of the penalties
for a violation of the Iinterstate-commerce act, supposed they
were acting in the line of the recommendation of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, the recommendations of which body the
committee was disposed to follow, so far as I can remember
the consideration of that legislation in committee.

Whether that was wise or not, I do not intend to stop to dis-
cuss. I remember that I doubted the wisdom of the change at
the time when it was done. I think every member of that com-
mittee would testify that on my part it was with great reluc-
tance that I reached the conclusion that we ought to favor the
aholition of imprisonment for a violation of the law. I was one
of the very last to yield to it; but I did, out of deference to the
opinion of the members of the Interstate Commerce Commission,
because I thought I could understand how it was that they
would have difficulty in proving beyond a reasonable doubt in
that character of cases the offense for which a man might be
indicted. .

Another argument that was used was that it did not foliow
that violators of the law would go free from Jnprisoninent, but
that by providing, as we did in the Elkins iaw, that when it
was charged that rebates were being giver. or other practices
were being indulged in, in violation of t.ue law, it should be
prohibited by injunction; then, if there st.ould be a further such
violation, it would be an act in contemp’ of court, for which the
party could be summoned before the court, when he could be
tried for contempt without the diffizulty attending a criminal
trial, where everything must be proved beyond a reasonable
doubt, and imprisonment for contempt cculd be imposed and the
result would be far more eflicacions and far more expeditious
than it was under the other law.

Now, in another report—I ecan not tell precisely which one,
but I read it only a few days ago; I think it must be about
the fourteenth or the fifteenth; I have been unable to put my
hand on it, but I know it is in one of them—the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, speaking on this point, in a report to Con-
gress, said while as a Com:nission they could not recommend
that we abolish imprisoniment for a violation of the law, yet
they would say that if Congress saw fit to do it there was not
a member of the Interstate Commerce Commission who would
interpose any objection, because their experience had been such
that they would not feel warranted in doing so. Almost that
precise language was employed by the Commission.

Therefore I say enough appears in this seventeenth annual
report, following immediately after the Elkins law, in which
they say it was thought expedient thus to legislate because of
the argument which had repeatedly before that time been set
out in their reports, to justify us in assuming, without any
testimony to the contrary, that the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission did favor exactly this change in the law. They not
only favored it, as they stated in the report, by fair interpreta-
tion, but they favored it positively and aggressively, as every
member of the Interstate Commerce Committee knows, by ap-
pearing before that committee and making statements to that
effect.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio yield
to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. FORAKER. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator from Ohio is giving very
interesting testimony on this point. I wish to ask him if the
Interstate Commerce Commission, at any time since then, has
asked to have the penalty of imprisonment restored?

Mr. FORAKER. Never; never since then; and, as the Sen-
ator from Towa well says, Mr. President, everything that is
being done to-day to break up the practices about which com-
plaint is made is being done under the Elkins law, and the very
best legislation we can enact here is to broaden and strengthen
the Elkins law so as to make it still more effective, as we
easily can. If we have in view only the correction of evils,
that is the sure way to reach them.

Take the report made by Commissioner Garfield a few days
ago. I read it through with care, in so far as we have been
favored with it. Assuming that all he says is true, about
which I do not know anything except that his facts are dis-
puted to some extent, but, assuming for the sake of the argu-
ment that they are all true, there is not one thing pointed out by
Mr. Garfield, not one evil mentioned by him, that the bill we
now have under consideration will reach or remedy—not one.
The evils he complains of all consist, in one form or another,
of rebates and diseriminations, open and secret, practiced under
every kind ¢' guise, in ev*ry sort ¢* “sroe that the ingenuity of
railroad offi dals and shiy sers coul@ suggest. Not one of them
can you reach by this i.gislation, gpon which we have spent
three or four months «! time. On the contrary, there is not
one of them that you can not reach in fifteen minutes in a
court of equity having competent jurisdiction under the Elkins
law. There is no rate or discrimination pointed out by him
that you can not reach.

It may be true, and doubtless is, as the Senator from Wiscon-
sin says, that after the Elkins law was enacted it was discov-
ered that rebates were being granted in Wisconsin. I do not
know anything about the conditions there. But I do know
that if the Elkins law had been enforced by the officials
charged with the duty of enforcing it under the law there
would not have continued any such condition of things, and
there is no law on the statute book that now provides, and
this bill if enacted will not provide, any remedy whatever
against rebates. The House committee, in their report, said
they did not undertake to deal with rebates and they did not
undertake to deal with diseriminations between shippers. They
did not undertake to deal with anything except only excessive
rates, the least troublesome and the least burdensome evil
there is.

Mr. President, I have here a statement which I took out of
a publication called “ Freight.” It comes to me through ihe
mail, through the kindness of somebody who favored me with
it, in which there is from week to week a discussion of this
legislation that is proposed and of everything pertaining to
the freight business throughout the country. On page 243 of
the number I have before me, which is dated New York, May,
19006, I find a statement as to the proceedings under the Elkins
law. It gives the number of decisions by the courts sustaining
and enforeing that law, and there are quite a number of them,
all of them important cases. There was the New Haven Coal
case, one of the most important cases decided by the Supreme
Court of late years. That was under the Elkins law. There
was the Trans-Missouri Freight case, involving a guestion of dis-
crimination between communities. That was under the Elkins
law. There was the case of the packing houses as against the
live-stock men—I have forgotten the style of the case—decided
by Judge Bethea last January or February. That was under
the Elkins law. There was the case a few days ago of the
Chicago, Burlington and Quiney road, where that corporation
was fined heavily. That was under the Elkins law. There was
the case of the Fairmont Coal Company in West Virginia, where
the proceeding was by mandamus to compel equal treatment in
furnishing cars. That was under the Elkins law. In every
one of these cases there was relief instantly at the hands of
the court upon application for a restraining order or a writ,
which was finally made permanent.

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ohio jleld
to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. FORAKER. Certainly.

Mr. KNOX. Let me suggest to the Senator from Ohio that
the very important case of Baer v. The Interstate Commerce
Commission, which decided that the anthracite coal combination
had to expose its books for examination, was under the Fliins
law.

Mr. FORAKER. That was under the Elkins law,

Mr. KEAN. And the fobacco case.

Mr. FORAKER. And the tobacco case, as the Senator from
New Jersey suggests, decided only recently. It was under ths
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Elkins law. So it is that in every instance where the Elkins
law has been invoked it has given instant relief, because in
every one of these cases upon the filing of a bill a temporary
restraining order or writ of mandamus or other order was
allowed, which ultimately was made perpetual.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator from Ohio
has expired.

Mr. FORAKER. Allow me time enough to put in the RECorRD
this list of cases, and at another time I wish to point out and
compare the cases decided by the Commission with those decided
by the courts, when it will be found that the courts are far more

itious

'!1)‘?1{33 VICE PRESIDENT. The cases will be inserted in the
REecorp, as requested by the Senator from Ohio, in the absence
of o!)ject!on.

The cases referred to are as follows:

PROCEEDINGS UNDER THE ELKINS LAW.
81. PavL, MIxN., April 25, 1906.
EpiToR OF FREIGHT.
Sik: Can you adyvise me the proceedings which have been instituted
under the Elkins law?
J. G. WEST.

The pmceedhhgs under the Elkins law are as follows: Fifteen Injunc-
tions to enjoin departures from published rates, twenty-one indictments
for violation of the act, three indictments for mnsplracy to violate the act.

The decisions of the courts u u this law nre as follows: Unlted
Btates v. Mich. Cent. B. R. Fed., 544 . Va. N. B. R. .
United States. 1.54 Fed., 198 C v. and 0 R. R. Co., 123 Fed
69, — U. B, Mo. Pac. R. Co . Unlte{l btates. 189 U. B., 274
United States v. A., T. and 3 'F. R. R. — Fed.,, — (Judge Phlllips)

Proceedings in the courts under the blkins law:

1. DECISIONS.

United Statesv Mlch. Cent. R. R. Co., 122 I‘ R., bi4d.
W.ya, N.R. R. Co. v, United States, 134 F. R., 198,
ICLvCaudO Co., 128 ERGB US.,-——.
Mo. It. R. Co. v Un{ted States, 189 U. 8., 274.
Ph‘%;?lge? Bta.tes v. A., T. and 8. F. R. R. Co, — F. R, — (Judge
-]
2, INJUNCTIONS TO ENJOIN DEPARTURES FROM RATES,
United States v. C. and N. W. R. R. Co.
United States v. I1L. C. R. B. Co.
United States v. Mich. Cent. B. R. Co. (See decisions.)
- United States v. Pa. Co.
United States v. P., C., C. and 8t. L. R. R. Co.
United States v. I.. 'S and M 8. B. R. Co.
United States v Wab. It
Unlted States v. A., Ca
Palicd Soes s €0 1 Land o
nite ates v. C., M. an St.P.R.B.Co.
United States v, C. . Co.

{See decislons.)

United States v. C., G. W. R D

Unlted Btates v. Mo. Pae. It

5 e 0 v. C. and O. R R. Co. (See decisions.)
United States v. C,, B. and Q. R. R. Co.

3. mnmrunnrs
United States v. Zorn, Willi.nms & Bushﬂeld.
United States v. C., Q. B.
United States v. Swiﬂ. & Co.
United States v. Armour Packing Co
United States v. C. and A. R. R,
United States v. C., M. and St. P. R R. Co.
United States v. (,udahy Packing Co.
United States v. Faithorn, Wann, and C. and A, R. R, Co.
United States v. Nelson Morris & Ce.
United States v. Kreskap.
United States v. C., B. and Q R. R. Co. and Miller and Burnham.
United States v. G. N. R. Co. and Campbell.
United States v. R. J. Wood & Co.
United States v. Mutual Transit Co. (1).
United States v. Lide & Diver.
; ZIL;Iutua,l Transit Co. (2).
. Diver
Suffolk and C. R. R. Co. and Bosley.

United States v. ung’ Manuofacturing Co.
United Btates v. N. C. and H. R. R. R. Co.
United States v. Del. and H. Co.

4. INDICTMENTS FOR CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE.
United States v. Thomas & Tagegart.
United States v. Crosby, Thomas & Taggart
United States v. Swartzchild & Sulzberger Co.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, this amendment, which is strictly
intended to improve the Elklmi law, as appears by its head-
ing, I should like, with the permission of the Senator, to modify.
On page 3 (page 143 of the pamphlet), on the suggestion of the
Senator from Pennsylvania, which I think a very excellent one,
I should like, in line 16, after the word ‘““carrier,” to insert the
words “or shipper;™ and in line 18, after the word * carrier,”
to insert the words * or shipper.”

United States v.

Mr. STONE. What page?
Mr. LODGE. Page 3 of the amendment; page 143 of the
pamphlet.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the modi-
fieations.

Mr. LODGH. If there is no objection, I should like to have
the modifications made.

Mr. DANIEL. While the Senator is on his feet I should like
to ask him a guestion for information.

XIL—415

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Virginia
suspend until the Secretary reports the modifications.

Mr. LODGE. Of course I have a right to modify my amend-
ment.

The VICE-PRESIDENT.,
it as he desires.

Mr. DANIEL. I observe some cross references here which
would leave the mind in doubt as to exactly what we are doing.
For instance, at the bottom of page 2 and the top of page 3 there
is reference to other acts for the penalties we are inflicting.

Mr. LODGE. I can not hear the Senator; there is so much

noise around me.

Mr. DANIEL. I will try to speak a little louder.

Mr. LODGIE. It is not the Senator’s fault. It is due to the
noise all about.

Mr. DANIEL. At the bottom of page 2 and the top of page 3
there is a declaration of fines and penalties prescribed in section
10 of the act to regulate commerce as amended by the act of
March 2, 1889. The point I suggest to the mind of the Senator
is, had we not better set forth in this act what fines and penal-
ties we are inflicting, for the reason that some of them seem to
be too weak? And then we would have something to amend by
the increase of imprizonment or the fine if we desired to do so.
But in reenacting an old statute and putting it in with a new
one, without a definition of its terms, the Senate are powerless
either to know precisely what they are doing or to improve what
they may be doing.

Mr. LODGE. The section is printed in the act to regulate
commerce.

Mr. DANIEL. I have that before me.

Mr. LODGE. And the supplementary acts.

Mr. DANIEL. I have them before me at this time.

Mr. LODGE. It was to restore section 10. The penalties, as
I have stated before, are in every case a term of imprisonment
not exceeding two years, or both fine and imprisonment.

Mr., DANIEL., That is a very light penalty—merely two
years—for some of these offenses. Some of them involve mil-
lions of dollars and the destruction of the business of other peo-
ple, and a range ought to be given both as to fine and imprison-
ment, so that the tribunal that has a culprit before it might
measure the penalty according to the nature and enormity of
the offense. To put the chief offender who may be getting the
benefit of millions of dollars by publie roguery on the same basis
with a minor employee, who may be under his direction, is to
obscure or to nullify all distinetion in offenders, and to bring
down the great criminal to a level with the little one, and to
prevent that distribution of justice which proportions penalty
to the nature and extent of the offense.

I hardly know how to go at this bill in its present furm to
offer an amendment to the amendment of the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts which would reach this matter.

Now, Mr. President——

Mr. LODGE. If I may have the floor:

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield further to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr, LODGE. My time is going so rapidly—

Mr. DANIEL. I hope it may be counted out of my time and
not out of the Senator’s. I dislike to intrude upon him.

Mr. LODGE. Not at all. I thought the Senator was going
into his statement rather more largely than my time admitted.

Mr. DANIEL. I beg the Senator’s pardon.

Mr. LODGE. I merely want to say one word in reply. If
these penalties are not sufficient, it will be quite possible to
amend them in the Senate. To my mind they seem entirely
sufficient. The object of the imprisonment is simply to put in
a penalty that will have an effect on those who are the
offenders. I do not believe a money penalty is efficient with
that class of offenders. I think a week’s imprisonment is just
as valuable as ten years as a deterrent with the people who
commit the offense.

Mr. SCOTT. Who are the people?

Mr. LODGE. The law says the directors and managers of
the corporation are to be imprisoned, and those in the employ
of the corporation who make these contracts. The old law is
very specifie.

But, Mr. President, it seems to me that this reaches the point
we want to reach, and if it is not enough it will be very easy
to amend it in the Senate. But it seems to me it is enough,
and that is just the distinction between my amendment and
that of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I desire to direct the attention
of the Senator from Massachusetts, and the Senate partic-
ularly, to the penalty clause of his amendment. The question
in my mind is whether——

The Senator has a right to modify
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Mr. ALDRICH. I do not like to cut off the Senator from
Missouri, but we ought to have some enforcement of the rule,
Mr. President.

Mr. STONE. In what way am I violating the rule?

Mr. ALDRICH. I thought you had spoken once.

Mr, STONH. Not upon the amendment of the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. LODGE. No, he has not. The Senator spoke on the
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin. I do not think
he has spoken on mine.

Mr. STONE. I have not

Mr. ALDRICH. I think the Senator from Massachusetts
has spoken at least three times.

Mr. LODGE. I have. I have undoubtedly violated the rule,
as we all do.

Mr. STONE. There is a question of doubt as to whether the
langnage of the amendment of the Senator from Massachusetts
would in fact restore the imprisonment features of the act of
1887. The language of the amendment proposed by the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts is as follows:

Every person or corporation who shall offer, grant, or give or soliclt,
accept, or receive any such rebates, concession, or discrimination
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and shall be subject to the
fines and ‘penalt!es preseribed in section 10 of the “act to regulate

eommerce,” approved February 4, 1887, as amended by the act approved
March 2, 1809,

Section 10 of the act of 1887 as amended by the act of March
2, 1889, contains this provision, and it is the imprisonment pro-
vision of the section. It is as follows:

Provided, That if the offense for which any person shall be convicted
as aforesaid shall be an unlawful diseri tion in rates, fares, or
chariges for the transportation of passengers or ipre%perty, such ﬁemn
shall, in addition to the fine hereinbefore provid for, be liable to
imprisonment in the penitentiary for a term of not exceeding two
years.

Mr. President, the thing to which I was trying, it seems in
vain, to get the attention of the Senator from Massachusetts,
but I will get the attention of some other Senators to it, concerns
the Elkins Act. The Elkins Act of 1903 provides:

In all convictions occurring after the pamie of this act for offenses
under said acts to regulate commerce, whether committed before or
after the passage of this act, or for offenses under this section, no
penalty shall be imposed on the convicted party other than the fine
P by law, imprisonment wherever now prescribed as part of the
penalty being hereby abolished.

‘The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Missouri will
suspend until the Senate is in order. i

Mr. STONE. Yes, sir; I will be glad to do so.
pause.] Is the Senate supposed to be in order now?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. STONE. The act of 1889 amending the act of 1887 did
contain an imprisonment penalty. But the act of 1903 repealed
it. The Senator from Massachusetts says——

Mr. LODGE. Excuse me. The Senator read the language.
It abolished imprisonment. It did not repeal the act.

Mr. STONIL. It did not in express terms repeal the act.

Mr. LODGE. That is why I had to reenact the whole law in
a new form.

Mr. STONE. But the Senator does not reenact it.

Mr. LODGE. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I reenact the
Elkins provisions——

Mr. STONE. Oh, yes.

[After a

Mr. LODGE. Changing them so as to restore the imprison-
ment penalty.
Mr. STONBE. Yes; the Senator does repeat the first section

of the Elkins Act, and adds that anyone who violates it shall
be subject to the fine and penalties prescribed by section 10 of
the act of 1887. The Elkins Act prescribes a certain fine, from
one thousand to twenty thousand dollars, for doing the things
which in his amendment the Senator from Massachusetts would
have the law provide shall be followed by a fine and such penal-
ties as are prescribed in the act of 1889,

Mr. LODGE. 1899.

Mr. STONE. No; 1889.

Mr. LODGE. I think 1899. It is the act of March, 1899, I
think.

Mr. STONE. March 2, 1889; but that is not very important.
The amendment of the act was of date March 2, 1889,

Mr. LODGE., Then my print is wrong.

Mr. SPONE. Your print is wrong. It should be 1889.

Mr. LODGE. My print is wrong?

Mr. STONE. Yes, sir.

If it be true as a matter of construction that the Elkins law,
by the the provision * imprisonment wherever now prescribed as
part of the penalty being hereby abolished,” has the effect in
_legal intent of repealing the imprisonment clause of the act of
1889, then that part of the act of 1889 ceased fo be operative;
it was dead; it was no longer a part of section 10 of the act of

1889, and if it was not found in that section, if it was taken out
by virtue of the Elkins law, then it can not be put back into the
section except by a specific reenactment. If it is not restored
by such enactment, then I submit whether the effect of this pro-
vision in the amendment proposed by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, that persons violating this act shall be subject to the
penalties preseribed in section 10 of the act of 1887, would sub-
ject them to any penalty beyond that of a fine. I think that is
exceedingly doubtful.

In drafting the amendment which I have prepared but have
not yet submitted, but intend to present, I followed exactly
the plan pursued by the Senator from Massachusetts. I took
the first section of what is known as the * Elkins law,” and pro-
vided for its reenactment except as to the penalties. I left the
fine as it now appears in the Elkins law remain as it is, and I
added this, and that is the only addition to it:

Provided, That an n y -
tion subject to the Iropsirssi?f:lx'sogtnth%sog‘i:.erogrt‘lil{emacggrtgrrggglaﬁlpc%l;ﬁ-
merce and the acts amendatory thereof, or any receiver, trustee, lessee,
agent, or person acting for or employed by any such corporation, who
shall be convicted as aforesaid, shall in addition to the fine herein pro-
vided for be liable to imprisonment In the penitentiary for a term not
exceeding two years, or both such fine a.ntf imprisonment, in the dis-
cretion of the court.

It seems to me that form would be preferable to the one used
by the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. LODGE. Where is that? Is it in the pamphlet print of
amendments?

Mr. STONE. No; it does not appear in the pamphlet print.
I will hand the Senator this copy of it, if he cares to look at it.

The only difference I see in a hasty comparison between that
amendment and the one proposed by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts is that the Senator from Massachusetts seeks to restore
the imprisonment penalty by providing that the persons con-
victed shall suffer the penalties prescribed by section 10 of the
act of 1887, while in the amendment the Senator has in his hand
the imprisonment penalty is specifically stated and set forth.
I greatly fear that if the amendment is put in the form pro-
posed by the Senator from Massachusetts we would be left
without any imprisonment provision in the law.

Mr. LODGE. It seems to me on an examination of the Sen-
ator's amendment, which I had not examined before, that it is
identical with mine, except where I have put in the words
“every person or corporation who shall offer, grant, or give or
solicit,” ete., shall be subject to the penalties of section 10
as amended the Senator has put in a proviso not referring at
all to section 10, but specifically restoring the penalties.

Mr. STONE. Yes, sir; that is the difference, as I stated.

Mr. LODGE. I have not the slightest objection to aceepting
the Senator’s form instead of mine. There can be no question
about it, and it meets exactly the same point, and brings in the
same penalty. I would much rather take it, if there can be
any doubt about the form of mine.

Mr. STONE. I have had some doubt about the other amend-
ment, and there can be none about this one.

Mr. LODGE. I suppose the Senatfor will have no objection,
when I ask that it be substituted for mine, to my inserting the
words *or shipper” after *carrier,” which I inserted at the
suggestion of the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, Kxox].

Mr. STONE. Oh, no; I have no objection.

Mr. LODGE. Then, in line 22, on the third page of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri, after the words “ common
carrier,” insert “or shipper,” and at the beginning of line 25
insert “ or shipper ” after ** earrier.”

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the modi-
fication made by the Senator from Massachusetts.

The SeEcrReTARY. The printed amendment of the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. StoxE] is now substituted for that of the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce] ; and on page 3 of the printed
amendment, line 22, after the word “ carrier,” the last word in
the line, insert the words *“or shipper,” and after the word
“ carrier,” in lines 24 and 25, insert the words * or shipper.”

Mr. LODGE. I offer the amendment of the Senator from
Missouri in lien of my own, and move its substitution for the
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FoLLETTE].

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lopce] as a substitute for the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. LA LorLreTTE].

Several SExaTors. Let it be read.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment
will be read.

The Secretary read as follows:

That section 1 of the act entitled “An act to further regulate com-
merce with foreign nations and among the States,” approved February
19, 1903, be amended so as to read as follows:

“That anything done or omitted to be done by a corporation coms
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mon carrler subject to the act to regulate commerce and the acts
amendatory thereof, which, if done or omitted to be done by any
director or officer thereof, or any receiver, trustee, lessee, agent, or
person acting for or employed by such corporation, would constitute a
misdemeanor under said acts or under this act, shall also be held to be
a misdemeanor committed by such corlmrution, and unpon conviction
thereof it shall be subject to like penalties as are prescribed in said
acts or by this act with reference to snch persons, except as such
penalties are herein changed. The willful failure upon the part of
any carrier subject to said acts to file and publish the tariffs or rates
and charges as required by sald acts, or strictly to observe such tariffs
until changed according to law, shall be a misdemeanor, and upon con-
viction thereof the corporation offending shall be subject to a fine of
not less than $1,000 nor more than $20,000 for each offense; and it
shall be unlawful for nn{ person, persons, or corporation to offer,
grant, or give, or to solicit, accept, or recelve any rebate, concession,
or discrimination In respect to the transportation of any property in
interstate or foreign commerce by any common carrier subject to said
act to regulate commerce and the acts amendatory thereto whereby
any such qlmperty shall %y any device whatever be transported at a
less rate than that named in the tariffs published and filed by such
carrler, as Is required by sald act to regulate commerce and the acts
ﬂmeudntor{ thereto, or whereby any other advantage is given or
discerimination is practiced.. Every person or corporation who shall
offer, grant, or give, or solicit, accept, or receive any such rebates,
concession, or discrimination shall be deemed gullty of 4 misde-
meanor, and on convictlon thereof shall be punished by a fine of not
less than $1,000 nor more than $20,000: Provided, That any person,
or any officer or director of any corporatlon subject to the provisions
of this act, or the act fo regulate commerce and the acts amendatory
thereof, or any receiver, trustee, lessee, agent, or person acting for
or emplo red by any such corporation, who shall be convicted as afore-
sald, shall, in addition to the fine herein provided for, be liable to im-
prisonment in the penitentiary for a term of not exceeding two years,
or both such fine and imprisonment, in the discretion of the court.
Every violation of this section shall be prosecuted in any court of the
United States-having jurisdiction of crimes within the district in which
such violation was committed, or through which the transportation
may have been conducted ; and whenever the offense is begun in one
jurisdiction and completed in another it may be dealt with, inguired
of, tried, determined, and punished in either jurisdiction in the same
lllalannier as If the offense had been actually and wholly committed
erein.

“In construing and enforeing the provisions of this section, the act,
omission, or failure of any officer, agent, or other person acting for
or employed by any common carrier or shipper, acting within the scope
of bis employment, shall in every case also deemed to be the act,
omlssion, or failure of such ecarrier or shipper as well as that of the
persui.  Whenever any carrier flles with the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission or publishes a particular rate under the provislons of the act
to regulate commerce or acts amendatory thereto, or participates in any
rates so filed or published, that rate as against such carrier, its officers
or ageats, in any prosecution begun under this act shall be conclusively
deemed to be the legal rate, and any departure from such rate, or any
offer to depart therefrom, shall be deemed to be an offense under this
gection of this act.”

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If in order, Mr. President, I shonld like
to say a word upon this amendment. I spoke on my own amend-
ment. Have I a right to speak on the amendment to my amend-
ment?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin has a
right to speak on the amendment of the Senator from Massachu-
setts to the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. As I understand the amendment of the
Senator from Massachusetts, it applies to all violations of the
law. The amendment which I submitted applies only to cases
of unjust diserimination or of false solicitation or of fraudu-
lent representations by which unjust discrimination may be
secured. Under the proposed substitute a friendly court might
administer an entirely inadequate punishment. The {rivial
penalty of imprisonment for a day or an hour might be im-
posed. If a case should happen to be tried before an interested
judge, who owned stocks or bonds in the railroad company

- whoee officers or agents were arraigned, the punishment might
be trivial and entirely inadequate. This danger is not merely
assumed. I recall one case some years ago, brought under the
interstate-commerce act, where seven or eight judges were
found to be holders of stocks or bonds in the railroad com-
panies interested in the case on frial.

In reply to the observation of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Foraker] touching the recommendations of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, I assert that no report of the Interstate
Commerce Commission can be cited where they have made a
distinet recommendation that the penalty of imprisonment
should be repealed, or where they approve the Elkins law in
that respect.

The Senator from Ohio stated that in so far as he was advised
the railroad companies had never recommesaded the repeal of
the penalties of imprisonment. I, of course, am not able to
say what has transpired in the committee having charge of this
legislation further than is shown by the reports. I find, how-
ever, in one of the reports of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission this langunage, which would seem to indicate that the
railroad companies had been pretty insistent in urging the re-
peal of the penalty of imprisonment for violations of the in-
terstate-commerce act. This is the language of the Commission
in its report:

It is proper to call the attention of Congress to the s

ial Insistence
of railroad managers and others that the imprisonmen

feature of the

present law be repealed, and that punishment for all criminal misde-
meanors under the act be limited to fine.

Now, after the interstate-commerce act—— -

Mr. FORAKER. Will the Senator kindly tell from which
report he reads?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In 1895.
the number of the report,
the year 1895.

Mr. FORAKER.
RRate case.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Ob, that is true.
slon said:

While the Commission must refuse to advise the abolition of impris-
onment, its members are not inclined to oppose such legislation should
Congress see fit to enact it.

That was the language the Senator was not able to quote
exactly. I have it before me, and I will make it a part of the
discussion.

Mr. FORAKER. Will the Senator kindly give me the num-
ber of the volume?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I can not give the number of the
volume. I ean give you the year the report was issued.

Mr. FORAKER. What is the year?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is 1895 also.

Now, examine the reports after the Elkins law had been en-
acted. In its analysis of the Elkins law the Commission in
the report for 1903 reviews the changes with respect to penal-
ties, but it is very careful not to commend it in that respect,
although it does commend the law in other respects where it
has commendable features.

Again, in its report for 1904, the Commission referred to the
Elkins law, but makes no approval, directly or indirectly, of
the repeal of the penalty of imprisonment, although it does
commend the law generally.

I suggested, during the general debate here, that the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, shortly after the enactment of the
Elkins law, did give expression of approval of that law. They
were greatly rejoiced to get some legislation making amend-
ments to the interstate-commerce act which they believed would
strengthen it in other respects.

But in their latest report, the report for 1905, reference is
made to the fact that they have previously given general ap-
proval of the Elkins law, and then say that—

Further experience, however, compels us to modify in some degree
the hopeful ca:pectaﬁ’om then entertained. & o

So, Mr. President, I maintain with confidence that there can
be found in no report made by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission an approval of the repeal of the imprisonment penalty
of the interstate-commerce act, and I assert that whenever
opportunity is given to investigate the books of the railroad
companies of this country it will be found that the repeal of
the imprisonment features of the Elkins law induced the pay-
ment of rebates to a greater extent than ever before.

If Congress desires to insure respect for this law, it should
provide a penalty of imprisonment for a term that shall make
railroad managers and their employees charged with the con-
duct of railroad business stand in wholesome fear of the law.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Massachusetts [AMr.
Lopnce] to the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
LA FoLLETTE].

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. FORAKER. We are to vote on the amendment of the
Senator from Massachusetts?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. On the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Massachusetts to the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPOONER (when his name was called). Ihavea general
pair with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. CArMAcK]. 1 am
advised that if he were present he would vote “ nay,” and I am
therefore not at liberty to vote. If I were at liberty to vote, I
would vote * yea.”

The roll ecall having been concluded, the result was an-
nounced—yeas 49, nays 27, as follows:

I can not give the Senator
I can give him the year. It was in

That was two years before the Maximum

Again the Commis-

YEAS—49.
Aldrich Burrows Dryden Hopkins
Alger Carter Glkins Kean
Allee Clapgb “lint Kittredge
Ankeny Clark, Mont. Foraker Knox
Beveridge Crane rye Lodge
Brandegee Cullom Fulton Long
Bulkeley Dick Gamble McCumber
Burkett Dillingham Hansbrough McEnery
Burnham Dolliver Hemenway Millard
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Nelson Piles Stone Wetmore
Nixon Platt Butherland
T'enrose Heott Warner
Perkins - Smoot Warren
NAYS—27.

Bacon Danlel Latimer Pettus
Balley Dubols McCreary Rayner
Berr, Foster McLaurin Simmons
Blackburn Fragzier Martin Taliaferro
Clarke, Ark. Gallinger Money Teller
Cla Gearin Newlands Tillman
Culberson La Follette Overman

NOT VOTING—13.
Allison Depew Mallory Spooner
Burton Gorman Morgan
Carmack Hale Patterson
Clark, Wyo. Heyburn Proctor 1

8o Mr, Lopar’s amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question recurs on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA ForLLETTE] as
amended. [Putting the question.] In the opinion of the Chair
the “ ayes ” have it.

Mr. BACON. I call for the yeas and nays upon the adoption
of the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin as amended.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McCREARY. I should like to have the amendment as
amended read, Mr. President.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
McCrearY] asks that the amendment as amended may be read.

Several SEwATORsS. Oh, no!

Mr. McCREARY. I withdraw the call for the reading of the
amendment, Mr. President.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll

The roll having been called; the result was announced—
yeas T3, nays 2, as follows:

YEAS—T8.
Aldrich Crane Hemenway Penrose
Alger Culberson Hopkins Perkins
Allee Cullom Kean Piles
Ankeny. Daniel Kittredge Rayner
Bacon Dick La Follette Scott
Balley Dillingham Latimer Simmons
Berry Dolliver Lodge Smoot
Beverldge Dryden Loclg Spooner
Blackburn Dubols McCreary Stone
Brandegee Elkins McCumber Sutherland
Bulkeley ¥Flint McEnery Taliaferro
Burkett Foraker MecLaurin Teller
Burnham Foster Martin Tillman
er zler Millard arner
Clap Frye Money Warren
Clark, Mont. Fualton Nelson Wetmore
Clark, Wyo. Gamble Newlands
Clarke, Ark. Gearin Nixon
Clay Hansbrough Overman
NAYS—2.
Gallinger Pettus
NOT VOTING—14.
Allison Depew Knox Platt
Burrows Gorman Mallory Proctor
Burton Hale Morgan
Carmack Heyburn Patterson

8o Mr. LA Forrerre's amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. TILLMAN. I move that when the Senate adjourns to-
night it be to meet at 10 o'clock to-morrow morning. [“No!”
“No! n}

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Carolina
moves that when the Senate adjourn to-night it be to meet at
10 o’clock to-morrow morning.

Mr. McLAURIN. I move to amend the motion by making
the hour of meeting 9 o’clock to-morrow morning.

Mr. TILLMAN. I accept the amendment, Mr. President.
[u No!” “No! n]

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. President, if the amendment proposed
by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. McLaAvriN] to the motion
of the Senator from South Carolina is accepted, I move to
amend the motion of the Senator from South Carolina by mak-
ing the hour of meeting 11 o’clock.

Mr. BAILEY. One amendment to the motion is pending.

Mr, HOPKINS. I have moved the amendment on the theory
that the Senator from South Carolina accepted the amendment
of the Senator from Mississippl.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Did the Chair understand the
Senator from South Carolina to accept the amendment proposed
by the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. TILLMAN. I did.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Then the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Illinois is in order. The question is on the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Illinois, that when the Senate
adjourn to-day it be to meet at 11 o'clock to-morrow.

The amendment was agreed to. .

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question recurs on the motion

of the Senator from South Carolina as amended.

The motion as amended was agreed to.

Mr. KEAN. Let the next section of the bill be read, Mr.
President.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Are there further amendments to
sec::on 27 If not, the Secretary will proceed to read the next
section.

Mr. McCUMBER. I offer the amendment to section 2 which
I send to the desk.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY. After the amendment just agreed to, at the
end of section 2, it is proposed to insert the following:

That section 10 of sald act entitied “An act to regulate commerce,”

;ﬁ)pﬂgved February 4, 1887, be amended by adding thereto the fol-
wing :

“ Any person, corporation, or company who shall deliver property
for interstate fransportatlon to any common carrier auhjectp to the
provisions of this act, or for whom, as consignor or consignee, any
such carrier shall transport property from one State, Territory, or
district of the United States to any other State, Territory, or dis-
trict of the United States or foreign country, who shall knowingly and
willfully, by employee, agent, officer, or otherwise, directly or in-
directly, by or through any means or device whatsoever, receive
or accept from geuch common carrler any sum of money, or any
other valuable consideration, as a rebate or offset against the regular
charges for transportation of such property, as fixed by the schedules
of rates provided for in this act, shall be deemed qu ty of a fraud,
which is hereby declared to be a misdemeanor, and shall, upon con-
viction thereof in any court of the United States of competent juris-
diction within the district where such offense was committed, in ad-
dition to any other ?eualtiea provided by this act, be subjected to a
fine equal to three times the sum of money so received or accepted,

and three times the value of any other consideration so received or

accepted, to be ascertained by the trial court; and in the trial for
such offense all such rebates or other consideration so received or
accepted for a period of six saars prior to the commencement of the
action may be considered, and the said fine shall be three times the
total amount of money or three times the total value of such consider-
ations so received or accepted, as the case may be: Provided, That
the foregoing penaltles shall not apply to rebates or considerationa
recelved prior to the passage and approval of this act.”

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, it seems to me much more
popular in this body to pass any character of drastic legislation
aimed at a railway company for accepting a rebate and provid-
ing a severe punishment for anyone connected with the rail-
way company from the highest down to the lowest officer for
being a party in any way to the acceptance of rebates than it
is to touch the great corporations and the great trusts of the
country, which have held the railways by the throat and are en-
foreing such rebates upon them. We have been rather severe
with the railway company, which is the victim, but we have been
exceedingly careful so far in our legislation not to interfere with
the great trusts of the country, which are the ones primarily re-
sponsible for practically all the rebates which have been granted.

We had a recommendation by the President of the United
States in a message that was sent to us last Friday, in which
he mentions but one of the great trusts of the country—the oil
trust—and declares that they have benefited in rebates in a
single year $750,00, or about three-quarters of a million dollars
every year, and that wholly independent, Mr. President, of the
extra amount they get out of the people of New England and
other sections of the country, where they have the entire mo-
nopoly.

What does a fine of $5,000 amount to? Suppose you do get
one conviction a year. You will then have imposed a penalty of
$5,000 for taking $750,000. Suppose, on the other hand, you do
convict possibly some one connected with the company for as-
sisting or being a party to this rebate ; suppose that you are able
to reach one case out of a hundred, or one dollar out of a hun-
dred, still in every hundred dollars the company would be
ahead $99.

I seek by this amendment—it is clear, simple, and right to the
point—to apply the only remedy which I believe will ever be a
successful remedy against the trusts that compel these rebates.
Why? If the Standard Oil Company, which for the last year
has taken $750,000 in rebates or special privileges out of the
railway companies of the United States, at the end of the
year, in an action brought for that specific purpose, could be
compelled to pay back two and a quarter million dollars, then I
insist that you would have a remedy that they would remember ;
and if this plan be continued, and, under such an amendment as
I have suggested, make it so that at the end of six years you can
in a single action compel them to account for all of the rebates
that they have taken during those six years—of course not ante-
dating the date of the passage of the pending bill—then they
will be constantly upon their guard, knowing continuously that,
when one transaction has been completed and one great sum
has been received by them, that is not the last of it; that when
the year goes by it is not the last of it, but that for six years
the Government can go back and compel them to pay back what
they have received.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President—
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes, sir.

Mr. GALLINGER. I ask the Senator if the Sherman anti-
trust law and the Elkins law will not reach these corporations
if they are guilty of these so-called “ erimes?”

Mr. McCUMBER. They will not, and they have not in the
past. I have no doubt that public opinion, which has been
greatly aroused in the last year, will have a great deterrent
effect upon the whole subject of rebates. I do not consider
that this law which we will pass adds in this respect one atom
of force or effect to the law as it exists to-day.

Mr. GALLINGER. Does the Senator think that the exist-
ing lawa would be inadequate if they were properly enforced?

Mr. McCUMBER. I think the existing laws, if properly en-
forced, are adeguate as against the railway companies. I think
the existing laws are inadequate as against the great corpora-
tions. If we have a supplemental act, such as I propose in this
amendment, to make the great trusts pay back $3 for every
dollar they get in rebates, taking that in connection with the
punishment that is provided against the employees of the rail-
way company, we shall then have a sufficient and effective
remedy, because we shall have a remedy against both of them.

Mr. GALLINGER. Just one other suggestion. The Senator
called attention to the fact that the President has told the
country that the * Standard Oil trust,” so called, have robbed
the people of $750,000 in the last year. Is it not proper to put
in the Recorp the fact that that corporation have denied that
they have been guilty of the crimes charged against them?

Mr. McCUMBER. If a corporation has not been guilty, it
certainly will net be affected by this amendment.

Mr, GALLINGER. Of ¢ourse not.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will read, Mr. President, the words of the
President’s message which was sent here last Friday. Hesays:

The facts set forth in this report—

That is, Garfield’s report—

The facts set forth In this retgort are for the most part not disputed,
It is only the inferences from them that are disputed, and even In this
respect the dispute is practically limited to the question as to whether
the transactions are or are not hnically legal. The report shows
that the Standard Oil Company bas benefited enormously up almost to
the present moment by secret rates, many of these secret rates being
clearly nnlawful. This benefit—

That is, the unlawful one—
amounts to at least three-quarters of a milllon a year. This three-
guarters of a million represents the profit that the Standard Oil Com-
pany obtains at the of the roads ; but of course the ultimate
;?I;JI]IS is that It obta a much larger proiit at the expense of the
Mr. President, in the annual message of the President of the
United States on the 5th day of December, in speaking of this
subject, he recommends specifically that at least twiece the
amount of all rebates should be recovered in a civil action.
In the amendment which I have offered I go further, and place
it at three times the amount, and in a criminal action, and this
in addition to any little penalty that may be imposed upon the
person upon whom the courts will be able to lay their hands.
Mr. President, it makes very little difference to these great
trusts—the sugar trust, the oll trust, the steel trust, the meat
trust, or any of these other trusts—that there is a law aimed
at the individual, whom you will have to cateh before you
can prosecute, and, if the law applies, conviet. It is al-
most impossible to secure the proper evidence for the con-
viction of that man. But under the proper law that we will
pass now, which provides for a method of keeping the books
of the companies, which shall be the same throughout the
country, the items preseribed to a certain extent by the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, a method is supplied by which
we can determine what money goes into the coffers of these
great corporations—the trusts—from the railroad companies. It
will be far less difficult to establish the fact that the Standard
Qil Company or any other one of these great corporations has
received in rebates three-quarters of a million dollars in a year
than it will be to establish, in a criminal case, the time, the
place, and the particular person who was instrumental in se-
curing the rebates, because in that respect the evidence must
be certain as to the time, the place, and the party, and the
facts must be established on all three of those points béyond
a reasonable doubt. It is mueh more difficult to convict an
individual against whom an indictment is obtained under such
a law than it is to prove that certain sums of money went out
of the railway companies’ hands and into the hands of the
trusts, in addition to what was a legitimate or legal charge,
Mr. President, if we wish to stop rebates—and that is the
gist of this whole case, because nine-tenths of our arguments
upon the matter of this bill have been upon the question of re-
bates—if that is what we wish to get at, if we want to have an

effective remedy, we will never have one that will be half so
effective as one that will go directly to the company that solicits
the rebate and obtains it, and compel it to pay it back three
times over. It is ne punishment to say to a corporation that
receives a rebate, “ ¥oun shall pay the sum back,” because in
that case it simply pays back what does not belong to it. It
is no punishment to say, “ You shall pay back only in those
cases in which we can successfully conduct a criminal prosecu-
tion against an individual,” because that may not amount to
more than $5,000 in a single year. But it is something when
you say that we can go back over any number of years and we
can, in a single action, compel you to pay back all that you have
taken during those years, and that three times over. If we
want to eliminate rebates and eliminate them positively, it
seems to me we can not do better than to adopt this amendment
which goes to the root of these rebates.

Mr. GALLINGER rose.

Mr. McCUMBER. Does the Senator wish to interrupt me?

Mr. GALLINGER. No.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I think that is all T desire
to say, unless the Senator from New Hampshire wishes to ask
me a question.

Mr., GALLINGER. Mr. President, the hysteria of this entire
thing has been very clearly developed this afternoon. The in-
terstate-commerce law imposed a penalty of imprisonment as
well as a fine. The Interstate Commerce Commission, having
in charge the administration of the law, appeared before the
Interstate Commerce Committee and recommended that the im-
prisonment clause should be eliminated from the law, which
was done; and from that time to the present the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, so far as I can learn, have never recom-
mended the reenactment of that penalty in any law that has
been before the Congress. But notwithstanding that the Senate
has seen proper in its wisdom—I voted against it because I felt
entirely justified in doing so—to reenact that provision of the
law.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumBER] proposes to
inject info this railroad rate bill a provision aimed at the great
trusts of the country. The argument made a little time ago was
that a penalty of a fine did not deter railroad corporations from
committing a erime. DBut the Senator, in dealing with the great
trusts of this country, four or five of which could buy out all of
the railroad corporations in the country, if they do not already
own them, proposes simply to impose a fine. They are not to
beﬁsubjected to the penalty of imprisonment, but they are to pay
a fine.

Mr. McCUMBER., May I ask the Senator from New Hamp-
shire a guestion?

Mr. GALLINGER. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator is undoubtedly reading from
the amendment as it was first introduced. The amendment
which was read states * in addition to any other penalties pro-
vided by this act.” 8o this is in addition to that.

Mr. GALLINGER. In addition to what?

Mr. FLINT. Where can we find the amendment?

Mr. McCUMBER. Let the Secretary read the amendment.
I handed it to him. It is in addition to the present penalty.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will again read the
amendment.

The SeEcreTARY. The amendment is to be found in the printed
list of amendments, at page 45, but there are some alterations.

Mr. GALLINGER. I accept the Senator’s statement that he
has some kind of a penalty in addition to a fine,

Mr. McCUMBER. No; I wish the Secretary would read that
portion, if the Senator from New Hampshire will allow it

Mr. GALLINGER. I will be pleased to allow it.

The SECRETARY. On page 2 of the printed amendment, line 7,
affer the word “ committed,” insert * in addition to any other
penalties by this act.”

Mr. GALLINGER. I confess that I do not know exactly
what that means, but let it mean what it pleases. We are still
face to face with the proposition that we are to have now, in
this railroad rate bill, a provision dealing with the great trusts
of the country. The Senator really believes, I apprehend, that
it will be efficient for doing away entirely with the evil of
rebates and discriminations which are already legislated against
in the Elkins law. The crudity of this legislation and the dan-
gers attending this kind of legislation have been shown fifty
times during the last three days in the fact that Senators, offer-
ing amendments, have had them printed, and when they send
them up to be acted upon they change them from one to five
times; and the Senator from North Dakota, deliberating upon
this great topic, as he doubtless did, because this amendment
was not inenbated in a moment, prepared this amendment which
he had printed and which was before us and which we have all
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studied in an endeavor to learn its scope and meaning, and
to-day he has found it necessary to modify it.

Mr. McCUMBER. When another amendment is put on a bill
you often, in order to make your amendment in harmony, find
it necessary to make changes. So when the Lodge amendment,
which already provided for one character of punishment, was
inserted, it was necessary to make the change, so as not to be
in conflict with it.

Mr. GALLINGER. Does the Senator think that the penalty
in the Lodge amendment will apply to offenses of the character
involved in his amendment?

Mr. McCUMBER. It will be in addition to that penalty. It
does not affect that penalty at all. That penalty is simply by
fine or imprisonment not to exceed two years, if they can convict
an individual.

Mr. GALLINGER. Are the fines and penalties cumulative?
Are those already imposed in the bill to be added up and this
penalty or fine added?

Mr. McCUMBER. I have had sufficient experience in the
prosecution of ¢riminal actions to know that we are not liable
to have a hundred cases to be tried, though we can prove, per-
haps, that there have been a hundred different offenses commit-
ted. One trial is generally supposed to cover them all. It has
never been customary to have one trial after another, although
the offense may have been continuous and each day might
be a separate offense. The Senator knows that to be the case,
and therefore it was intended to make them pay back every
dollar they got out of the company unlawfully and to pay it
back three times over, so that it would be a punishment.

Mr. GALLINGER. I am glad that some Senator has come
to the relief of the railroads of the country. The Senator from
North Dakota claims that this amendment is intended to pro-
tect them against crimes that are being committed by other cor-
porations upon those railroad companies. This bill when it gets
through the Senate will look like Joseph's coat, but in my great
desire to have it acted upon I am not going to spend much time
in discussing this or any other amendment. I believe I have not
occupied more than fifteen minutes during the entire debate upon
this great subject. But it does seem to me that if we are going
to pass a bill regulating the railroads of the country and requir-
ing them to give proper service, as they ought to give proper
service, it is a mistake to inject all sorts of amendments relat-
ing to other subjects into that bill. For that reason I trust

Mr. McCUMBER. Let me ask the Senator, while he is on his
feet, if the subject of rebates is not pertinent to this bill, and
that is all this amendment deals with?

Mr. GALLINGER. The bill as it came from the Iouse of
Representatives, with the indorsement of that great body and,
we were told, with the indorsement of the President of the
United States, and as it came to this body, with or without the
indorsement of the Committee on Interstate Commerce, does not
deal with that subject. I apprehend they thought that as
the Elkins law as it stands to-day, or as it could easily be
amended, dealt specifically with that guestion it was not neces-
sary to enter into that in this legislation. That is all I care
to say. 1 shall take pleasure in voting against this amendment,
even though I should vote alone.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I listened with some atten-
tion to the remarks of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Mc-
Cusmeer]. I do not find sty of the trusts to which he referred
named in the amendment, and I should be afraid that certain
farmers in North Dakota, if they shouldl happen to receive a
lower rate of freight than some of their neighbors, might be in
some danger of prosecution under the terms of this amendment.

Mr. McCUMBER. I would ask the Senator in all candor if
he would expect me to mention any special trust in the amend-
ment? ’

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator made a speech saying the pur-
pose of the amendment was to destroy ecertain trusts, and 1
thought he might apply some language——

Mr. McCUMBER. I did not so state, if I may correct the
Senator. It is not to destroy the trusis; it is to prevent the
trusts from extorting money from the railways.

Mr. ALDRICH. Is there not any way of exempting the
farmers of North Dakota from what might be a very serious
danger of injury to them from paying lower freight than some
of their neighbors? It seems to me that this is rather drastic
legislation in favor of the railroads.

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not see how it is in favor of the rail-
roads. It simply punishes somebody else who acts in conjune-
tion with them and takes these rebates.

Mr. ALDRICH. It seems to me it is very drastie protection
to the railroads, but I may be mistaken.

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator thinks that is protection,
they certainly ought to have that protection.

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. President, I am not concerned about
protecting railroad companies against the payment of rebates.
The rebate is absolutely indefensible, and if anything is settled
it is settled that the practice must be discontinued. I do not
think it is necessary at all to deal with it in connection with
this bill, for the reason that the IHouse of Representatives has
at this session passed a bill, which is now before the Judiciary
Committee of the Senate——

Mr. KEAN. I have a copy of it here,

Mr. SPOONER. Let me have it

Mr. KEAN. It is a good bill.

Mr. SPOONER. The House of Representatives at this ses-
sion has passed a bill which is before the Judiciary Committee,
and which, I think, needs some amendment to make it more
efficient, and which I believe will be reported by the committee.
It is a bill “To authorize the recovery of the value of unlawful
rebates and discriminations, penalty therefor, and for other
purposes.”

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator if the bill has
been reported by his committee?

Mr. SPOONER. 1 think it will be reported at this session of
Congress,

Mr. McCUMBER. If the bill is made a law, it will be prac-
tically the same as this.

Mr. SPOONER. I think it will be more earefully drawn and
more elaborate and better adapted to meet the object which the
Senator has in view. It provides for two classes of cases.
In the first place, it forfeits to the Government all illegal pay-
ments, It provides for the recovery of the amount of the re-
bate in a class of cases avhere not willfully accepted, if there
be such, and in the other class of cases, which would take all
the cases referred to by the Senator from North Dakota, for
the recovery, at the suit of the Government of double the
amount of the rebate, or sum unlawfully received from the rail- .
way company. I do not doubt that the bill will be reported,
nor do I doubt that it will meet the approval of this body, and
its operation, I think, in connection with the provisions of the
rate bill as to the keeping of railway accounts and the examina-
tion of railway books and all that will deprive the business
men of this country of any great anxiety or inducement to seek
rebates; and those who seek a rebate, knowing it to be in viola-
tion of the law, are as much deserving of punishment for vio-
lating the law as those who give it, and sometimes more so.
So I think this subject may be dealt with at this session if the
Senator’s amendment should not be adopted..

Mr. McCUMBER. It may be dealt with, I will say to the
Senator, and it may not. It is practically aimed at the same
thing and so as to accomplish the same purpose.

Mr. SPOONER. The House treats the two classes sep-
arately, and I think we may as well.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. President, I was going to say to the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin that it was my intention to offer this bill
as a substitute for the amendment of the Senator from North
Dalkota. It is a bill I am very heartily in favor of, but since
the statement of the Senator from Wisconsin I certainly will
not do so, because the Committee on the Judiciary will prob-
ably report it at an early day.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota. [Put-
ting the question.] In the opinion of the Chair, the * ayes”
have it.

Mr. McCUMBER. I call for the yeas and nays.

Mr. CLAY. I understood the Chair to announce that the
“ayes™ had it.

Mr. McCUMBER. Did the Chair announce it in favor of the
w“ a}"es? L1

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair did.

Mr. McCUMBER. Then I withdraw the request for the yeas
and nays.

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the vote be taken again.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The vote will again be taken. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed by the Sena-
tor from North Dakota.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GALLINGER. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

Mr. KEAN. Let us get down to section 4.

Mr. ALDRICH. Let the next section be read.

Mr. GALLINGER. I have made my motion.

Mr. SPOONER. Mr. I'resident——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Hamp-
shire yield to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mr. SPOONER. Will the Senator from New Hampshire
yield to me that I may submit an amendment to the pending
bill?
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Mr. GALLINGER. I do.

Mr. SPOONER. I offer an amendment to the pending bill,
which I ask to have printed.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The amendment will be printed
and lie on the table.

Mr. GALLINGER. I am appealed to to permit the next sec-
tion to be read, and I withdraw the motion for that purpose.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The motion is withdrawn. The
Secretary will read.

The Secretary read as follows:

Bec. 8. That sectlon 14 of sald act, as amended March 2, 18%9, be
amended so as to read as follows:

“ guc. 14. That whenever an investigation ghall be made by sald
Commission, it shall be its duty to make a report In writing in respect
ithereto, which shall state the conclusions of the Commission, together
with its deeision, order, or requirement in the premises; and in case
damages are awarded such report shall Include the findings of fact
on which the award is made.

“All reports of investigations made by the Commission shall be en-
tered of record, and a copy thereof shall be furnished to the party
who may have complained, and to any common carrier that may have
been complained of.

“The Commission may provide for the publication of its reports
and decisions In such form and manner as may be best adapted for
public information and use, and such authorl publications shall be
competent evidence of the reports and decisions of the Commission
therein contained in all courts of the United States and of the séveral
States without nnf further proof or authentication thereof. 'The
Commission may also cause to be printed for early distribution Its
annual reports.”

Mr. GALLINGER. Let the next section be read likewise.
Mr. ALDRICH. Yes; read the next section.
The Secretary read as follows:

4 l?t:c‘ 4. That section 15 of said act be amended so as to read as
ollows :

“ 8pc. 15. That the Commission is authorized and empowered, and it
shall be its duty, whenever, after full hearing upon a complaint made
as provided In section 13 of this act, or upon complaint of any com-
mon carrier, it shall be of the opinion that any of the rates, or charges
whatsoever, demanded, charged, or collected by any common carrier or
carrlers, subject to the provisions of this act, Tor the transportation of
persons or groperty as defined in the first section of this act, or that
any regulations or practices whatsoever of such carrier or carriers
affecting such rates, are unjust or unressonable, or unjustly diserimi-
natory, or unduly preferential or prejudicial, or otherwise in violation
of unf of the provisions of this act, to determine and prescribe what
will, in its judgment, be the just and reasonable and fairly remunera-
tive rate or rates, charge or ges, to be thereafter observed in such
case as the maximum to be char ; and what regulation er practice
n res to such transportation ust, fair, and reasonable to be there-
after followed; and to make an order that the carrier shall cease and
desist from such violation, to the extent to which the Commission find
the same to exist, and shall not thereafter publish, demand, or collect
any rate or charge for such transportatlon in excess of the maximum
rate or charge so prescribed, and shall conform to the regulation or
practice so prescribed. Buch order shall go into effect thirty days after
notice to the carrier and shall remain in forece and be observed by the
carrier, unless the same shall be suspended or modified or set aside by
the Commission or be auggendml or set aside by a court of competent
Jjurisdiction. Whenever the carrier or carriers, in obedience to such
order of the Commission or otherwise, shall publish and file joint rates,
fares, or ch.ages, and fail to agres among themselves upon the appor-
tionment or division thereof, the Commission may after hearing make
a supplemental order prescrib[nﬁ the portion of such joint rate to be
received by each ecarrier party thereto, which order shall take effect as
a part of the original order.

‘The Commission may also, after hearing on a complaint, estab-
lish through routes and joint rates as the maximum to be charged and

reseribe the division of such rates as hereinbefore provided, and the
erms and conditions under which such through routes shall be o )erated,
when that may be necessary to give effect to any provision of this act,
and the carriers complained of have refused or neglected to voluntarily
establish such through routes and joint rates, provided no reasonable or
satisfactory through route exists.

“If the owner of property transported under this act directly or
indirectly renders any service comnected with such transportation, or
furnishes any instrumentality used therein, the charge and allowance
therefor shail be no more than is just and reasonab , and the Com-
mission may, after hearing on a complaint, determine what Is a rea-
sonable charge as the maximum to be pald b{ the carrier or carriers
for the service so rendered or for the use of the instrumentality so
furnished and fix the same by appropriate order, which order shall have
the same force and effect and be orced in llke manner as the orders
abovghpr?rideﬁ 1f;:n.- in this Eﬁcm"g i .

. % e foregoing enumeration of powers shall not exclude an oOwer
which the Commission would otherwise have in the making of guporder
under the provisions of this act.,”

Mr. GALLINGER. 1 renew my motion.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Hamp-
shire yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. NELSON. I want to move a short amendment.

Mr. GALLINGER. I think it had better be done to-morrow.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Hampshire
declines to yield.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. GALLINGER. I renew the motion that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After three minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock
and 58 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Friday, May 11, 1906, at 11 o'clock a. m.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate May 10, 1906.
RECEIVERS OF PUBLIC MONEYS.

Sargent 8. Morton, of California, to be receiver of publie
moneys at Oakland, Cal. (temporarily removed from San Fran-
cisco by Executive order of April 28, 1906), for the umexpired
part of his term of four years from February 4, 1903.

Joshua G. Wood, of Kansas, to be receiver of public moneys
at Topeka, Kans.

Walker A. Henry, of Spokane, Wash., to be receiver of publie
moneys at Waterville, Wash.

Harry F. Nichols, of Ellensburg, Wash., to be receiver of pub-
lic moneys at North Yakima, Wash.

REGISTERS OF THE LAND OFFICE.

J. J. Payne, of Des Moines, Iowa, to be register of the land
office at Des Moines, Iowa.

William F. Haynes, of Coulee City, Wash., to be register of
the land office at Waterville, Wash.

Truman G. Daniells, of Alameda, Cal., to be register of the
land office at Oakland, Cal. (temporarily removed from San
Francisco by Executive order of April 28, 1906),

POSTMASTERS,
OHI10.

George G. Sedgwick to be postmaster at Martins Ferry, in the

county of Belmont and State of Ohio.
PENNSYLVANIA.

Alpheus B. Clark to be postmaster at Hastings, in the county
of Cambria and State of Pennsylvania.

George H. Moore to be postmaster at Verona, in the county of
Allegheny and State of Pennsylvania.

WISCONSIN.

Henry G. Kress to be postmaster at Manitowoe, in the county
of Manitowoe and State of Wisconsin,

Frank 8. Moore to be postmaster at Lake Geneva, in the
county of Walworth and State of Wisconsin.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
= Trurspay, May 10, 1906,

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. HExry N. Coupen, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read, and, on
motion of Mr. PAYNE, was approved. . !

PERSONAL REQUEST.

Mr. BINGHAM requested leave of absence, for ten days, on
account of sickness,

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the request be
granted.

The motion was agreed to.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the naval appropriation
bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Wirrraas) there were—ayes 112, noes 5.

Mr. WILLIAMS., I make the point of no quorum, Mr,
Speaker. ;

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.]
Ome hundred and ninety-seven Members present; the ayes have
it, and the motion is agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Crua-
PACKER in the chair.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I wish to make a request. It
has been my purpose to avail myself of an opportunity to sub-
mit some remarks on that part of the naval appropriation bill
which provides for the building of a battle ship, but I know
now that I will not be able fo be present when that part of the
bill is reached, and I ask the courtesy of the House to be allowed
fifteen minutes to make some remarks on that clause of the bill.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous
consent that he may address the committee for fifteen minutes
on the subject of the enlargement of the Navy. Is there ob-
jection?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEIFER. Mr. Chairman, it has been my purpose to
make only a few remarks on that part of this naval appropria-
tion bill which authorizes the building nnder the direction of
the President of the United States, through the Navy Depart-
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ment, of a battle ship of the largest size and the equal in all
respects to any in the world, at a cost of not exceeding. $6,000,-
000. A few minutes will suffice for me to say all I desire on
the subject. :

1 have no naval experience or technical knowledge as to ships
or their armament, though I have seen something of war. I
recall that on February 20, 1885, more than twenty-one years
ago, 1 took the floor in this House (Forty-eighth Congress) in
opposition to a bill recommended by a naval construction board,
by the Secretary of the Navy, and by a committee of this
House—unanimously, I think—proposing to appropriate some
millions of dollars to repair old wooden ships and to build or
complete ships for our Navy on obsolete plans that had been
adopted.

In the discussion of the bill much was then said by eloguent
and patriotic statesmen as to what was requisite to the strength
of our Navy in war. The achievements of John Paul Jones
and other great sea captains in the Revolutionary period and
in later periods in our country’s glorious history were eloquently
recalled; and it was loudly declaimed here that what was
wanted was personal valor and heroie spirit to secure victory
on -the high seas. Lord Nelson’s naval victories at Aboukir,
Copenhagen, and Trafalgar were pictured as examples to be
imitated ; and much was said here about returning to the era
of close fighting and the capture of ships by lashing them to-
gether and by boarding them. These heroic notions I then
tried to dissipate, and succeeded so far that the proposed appro-
priation was never made. I demonstrated that there were
even then a few ships in existence any one of which would have
been able in a little time to annihilate the largest fleet Lord
Nelson ever commanded—indeed, sufficient to have destroyed
all the combined fleets that he had ever seen. Even some third
and fourth rate powers then possessed each a ship equal to
this—Italy the Lepanto and Brazil the Riachuelo.

It was also made clear then that the fourth-rate South Amer-
ican power, Chile, with her then one modern war ship, Fsmer-
aldo, could have annihilated all the Navy of the United States
proposed to be created under the then pending bill; and had it
all been placed on the Pacific coast, the Esmeraldo could have
trinmphantly captured every port of the United States from
San Diego to 8an Juan de Fuea. DBrave spirits on obsolete ships
are no guaranty of success. Nelson won Trafalgar, and a
place in Westminster Abbey. He never commanded a ship that
would have survived ten minutes in a combat with a modern
war ship. The day of boarding a ship with marines carrying
short arms and fighting on ship deck hand to hand disappeared
more than fifty years ago and with the coming of steam power
to propel a war vessel.

When, on April 4, 1862, the transport Carondelet steamed
down the Mississippi past Island No. 10, Captain Hottenstein,
with twenty-three men of the Forty-second Illinois Volunteer
Infantry, was ordered to protect the vessel from boarders. Ife
put a boy in a protected place with a nozzle of a hose con-
nected with the engine boiler in his hands, with instructions
to squirt hot water on all who might attempt to board and
capture the ship. [Laughter.] Neither numbers nor valor
could cope with such a foe, and the idea of boarding to capture
a modern steam vessel, let alone a war ship, vanished, and for-
ever.

Since 1885 much progress in war ships, cruisers, torpedo
boats, ete., in arms, armament, and armor, in speed and pro-
pelling power for ships has been made, We had a navy in 1898,
though inferior to that of some other powers, yet able to win
for our country victories which placed it first among the na-
tions of the earth. But satisfactory and successful as our
Navy proved to be in the Spanish-American war at Manila
Bay (May 1, 1808) and Santiago (July 3, 1898), yet we have
no reason to believe we then had a navy capable of coping with
any real first-class naval power, and our Navy is certainly not
now the equal to that of even a power like little Japan. We
are now far down the list of countries in number and size of
war vessels of all kinds and in their speed and strength.

Our recent naval successes against Spain should not lure us
into a feeling of security. Our modern Navy has never fought
a real naval engagement. Dewey in Manila Bay, with his
long-range guns, easily reached and destroyed the Spanish
ships there, he keeping well beyond range of the enemy’s shots.
He had time to deliberately haul off and cool his guns and make
and cool coffee for the men of his fleet before finishing the
battle. At Santiago conditions were different, but there was
nio real naval battle there. Our gallant officers and men did
all there was to do and they did it well. They winged, sunk,
or ran ashore the flying fleet of Cervera. There was no array-
ing of ship against ship or fleet against fleet. It is hard to say
{2 at a real naval engagement with modern war ships, cruisers,

torpedo boats, ete.,, with the improved modern guns, has ever
been fought. There was some appearance of it in a small way
in the Japanese-Chinese war and in a war between Chile and
Peru. There was some fighting of isolated ships at Pori Ar-
thur in the Japanese-Russian war, and in the same war, in
the Straits of Korea, in Japanese waters, there was fought
(May 27, 1905) a great naval engagement with modern ships
and terpedo-boat destroyers, which, measured by results in de-
struction of ships, ete., never had an equal; yet, tested by all
that goes to make a sanguinary sea battle, it is much like shat
of Santiago. Rojestvensky was there, too, seeking to evade
rather than meet Togo and his fleet. The former was never
prepared to meet an attack, and no part of his numerous fleet
made anything like a combined one. He moved his fleet into a
trap, and the several ships thereof in the main sought safety
by attempting to sail away.

If the United States is to maintain her place among the great
nations of the world, and remain immune from attack by sea,
and protect her maritime commerce, she must have a first-class
modern navy—first-class battle ships. She does not now possess
them in comparison with other nations. The United States is
not liable to attack by land forces by any foreign power if she
possesses a good navy. She is water bound and water isolated.
Her coast line is long, saying nothing of Alaska and her newly
acquired island possessions. Including the prinecipal lakes on
the north, the Atlantic on the east, the Gulf of Mexico on the
south, and the Pacific from San Diego to San Juan de Fuca on
the West, the coast line is above 33,000 miles in length, not in-
cluding inlets or deep bays. This coast line is one and one-third
times greater than the circumference of the earth at the
Equator.

Webster, speaking of the extent of the British Empire, said
of its morning drum beat, that—

It follows the sun in its course, keeps pace with the hours, and cir-
cles the earth with one continuous strain of martial musie.

The same may now be said of the United States. The sun
never ceases to shine on the flag of our Republic, unfurled and
floating defiantly over our possessions. [Applause.]

With an adeguate navy we can protect our island possessions
as well as our natural coast and our commerce. Without such
navy our exposed parts will be a temptation and invitation to
other nations to attack, despoil, humiliate, degrade, and dis-
honor us. With such a navy our small standing army may
still be maintained with safety, leaving to the volunteer citizen
soldier to supply any deficiency in it should war come.

To maintain such a navy and army will insure that peace so
much to be desired by all the friends of universal and eternal
peace. The old maxim, “In peace prepare for war” was long
ago obsolete. It was always barbaric. It was never sound in
principle from a standpoint of true civilization. [Applause.] It
was used in purely warlike times, when all the nations of
Europe expected to be involved in war and before civilization
was evolved out of barbarism, and when wars were waged for
crowns for ducal heads and not for the rights and liberty of
man. The maxim now should be, “In peace prepare to main-
tain it.”

Our annals have been bloody. In the ninety years from Lex-
ington (1775) to Appomattox (1865) we were, excluding Indian
wars, engaged fifteen years in war, on an average one year out
of every six.

In more recent years, when the civilized nations have generally
maintained a continuous war footing, wars have been much less
frequent. A third of a century of peace passed after the civil
war, and then we volunteered to go to war purely for humanity’s
sake, without an international dispute. Much as the Christian
and ecivilized people of the world desire and pray for peace—
universal peace—our Republic can not alone remain unprotected.

1 favor The Hague court or tribunal and welcome its con-
tinuance, and believe much may be accomplished by peace con-
ferences. Much has already been attained in securing peace to
the world. The fact that wars are much less frequent when
the great nations are constantly prepared to wage it gives room
for the creation of international courts to settle international
disputes. The time will come, it is ardently to be hoped, when
disarmament may begin by mutual consent, but that time has
not vet arrived. The nations that unite in submitting their
international disputes to arbitration or an international court
must still be prepared to enforce its decrees—they must, like the
decrees of all eivil courts, have a physical power to enforce them,
to give them potentiality. It is a mistaken notion to suppose
that courts are independent of the executive branch of the
State or Federal power. The courts’' decrees would be a nullity
for want of power to enforce them unless the constabulary,
police, or military power could be invoked through the Exec-
utive, or otherwise, to execute them. Until the millennium
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comes, until all see eye to eye, physical power will be invoked
to maintain order, prevent anarchy, and to maintain society
and preserve organized liberty. I say this much though I be-
lieve much has been accomplished by recent efforts through

The Hague tribunal and peace conferences toward securing
" peace among the civilized countries of the world. But let us,
by a properly constructed and equipped Navy, stand with t_he
greatest of the world powers, able to maintain our own in-
tegrity, uphold our own form of government and flag, and to
guarantee, if possible, the peace of the world. [Loud applause.]

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, in the consideration of the bill
we passed over without prejudice the paragraph relating to re-
cruiting, on page 5 of the bill, and I would like to return to it,
There was pending upon that paragraph an amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Keriaer], and I eall
for the reading of that amendment.

Mr. KELIHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
offer a substitute for that amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent to withdraw the amendment he offered the
other day, and offers the following as a substitute. Is there ob-
jection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

On- page 5, line 16, after the word * dollars,” add: “Provided, That
no part of this appropriation shall be expended in recruiting seamen,
ordinary seamen, or apprentice seamen, unless a certificate of birth or
evidence other than his own statement satisfactory to the recrulting
officer, showing the applicant to be of the age required by naval regula-
tion, shall be presented with the application for enlistment.”

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I will state that I took this matter
up with the Department and with the Chief of the Bureau of
Navigation, and they wrote me their views in relation to it,
which I will ask the Clerk to read.

The Clerk read as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvY,
BUREAU OF NAVIGATION,
Washington, D. C., May 10, 1908.
81t : The DBureaun nrml{ believes that the recruiting officers of the
Navy strictly comply with the * Instructions for Recruiting Officers,”
which requires (p. 3, par. 823-1) that *“ he (the recruitlnF officer) shall,
in order to guard against lllegal enlistments, personally Inspect and
question those offering to enlist. He shall examine into their qualifica-
tions and determine their fitness and capaeitf."

Page 4, paragraph 2: “ He shall carefully explain the regulations
regarding enlistments, promotions, and discharge to those offering to
en'iist, explaining to them the kind of life they are to lead and that It
will be mostly spent on board ship. [e will use great care to see that
no one under his command makes any promises or statements to appli-
cants regarding advancement, instruction, or benefits in the Navy which
can not carried out after enllstment, and to have each applicant dis-
tinctly understand that discharge wlll not be granted prior to the ex-
piration of enlistment.”

2. The amendment lpmpoud for insertion, on page 5, line 16, of H. R.
Dill 18750, is not at all necessary or for the best interests of the service,
as all practicable means for preventing illegal enlistments are already
b(-intz taken. In addition, the insertion of the amendment in question
would require the accounting officers of the Treasury to make certain
roles for the expenditure of the money appropriated, and such rules
might seriously hamper recruiting.

.‘-.;.edTbe Bureau therefore trusts that the amendment will not be in-
serted.

Respectfully, G. A. CONVERSE,
Chief of Bureauw.
Hon. GeorGE EpMUND Foss,
Chairman Committce on Naval Affairs,
House of Representatives,

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvVY,
BUREAU OF NAVIGATION,
Washington, D. C., May 9, 1906,

Sir: Referring to the discussion of the naval appropriation bill in
the House yesterday, and especially to the amendment introduced by
Mr. KELIHER, the Burean desires to state that it would be impracticable
in a great many cases to obtain a certificate of birth of an applicant
for enlistment, or any more evidence of his age than is now required
of him. The Bureau believes that all the recruiting officers use every
possible means to ascertain the age of boys about whom there a pears
to be any doubt; that where the recruiting officer is not satisfied as to
the correctness of the boy's statement, he directs him to call again
in a few days, in the meantime endeavoring to verify the boy's state-
ments, by correspondence if the applicant is from a’ distance, and by
personal investigation If in the boy's home ecity. The Bureau's In-
structions to the recruiting officers are very explicit upon this point,
and It believes the instructions are followed as nearly as possible. In
spite of all precautions, however, it is impossible to prevent all cases

o rjury.

£\$ery applicant for enlistment is interviewed, first, by a pett
of the recru[tinﬁ station, who questions him closely, and ex
him carefully what will be expected of him if he enlists. If he passes
this preliminary examination, the recruiting officer takes him in hand,
explaining to him the serlousness of the oath he must take, the con-
sequences of fraudulent enlistment, the term of enlistment, and the
impossibility of obtaining a discharge before the expiration of the
term, except for cause. he Bureau on its part uses every possible
effort to prevent the enlistment of boys under age, and of boys over
18 whose parents object to their enlistment. o require the recrulting
officer to obtain a certificate of birth or similar evidence in every case
would hamper the recruiting service and Interfere with the enlistment
of many men to whose enlistment there can be no objection. It wonld
not put a stop to perjury, for if parent's consent papers can be forged,
as kas been done, birth and other certificates will be, The Bureau

officer
ains to

begs to nssure you that it Is its constant effort to avold other than
absolutely legal enlistments, and an illegal enlistment only makes addi-
tional work and trouble for all concerned. The Bureau has yet to
find a case of this sort in which the illegal act was not due to the
anxiety of the aﬁpl[eant to enter the service; and has yet to find a
case in which It has been established that the recruiting officer has not
pointed out to the applicant the necessity of a correct statement of
age, and the trouble that would follow taking a false oath.

Regarding the Executive order prohibiting discharges prior to ex-
piration of enlistment, except for the cnuses mentioned, the Bureau
states that this order has been in force for nesarly four years, and its
effects have been beneficlal. 1Its provisions are fully ~explained to
every recruit, and he enters the service fully realizing that he must
complete his enlistment,

Respectfully, W. P. PorTER,

Acting Chief of Burcau.

Hon. GEOrRGE EpMUND Foss,

Chairman Committee on Naval Affairs,
Huouse of Representatives,

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman

Mr. RIXEY. May I interrupt the gentleman to say that I
want to offer a substitute, and perhaps the gentleman would like
to have it offered before he speaks.

Mr. McCALL. Very well. .

My, RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute providing
that no minor under 21 years of age shall be enlisted without
the written consent of the parents or guardian.

Mr. KETFER. Is not that the law now?

Mr. RIXEY. No; the law now is that the consent of the
parents or guardian is required up to the age of 18, but it does
not say written consent. And then there scems to be no law
on the subject between 18 years of age and 21. The Bureau of
Navigation has so construed the law that it has the right to
enlist boys between 18 and 21 without the consent of the parent
or guardian.

Mr. KEIFER. 1 was under the impression that it required
the written consent,

Mr. RIXEY. No; it does not. ;

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, what I wish to say is called
out by letters to the chairman of the Committee on Naval Af-
fairs, which have just been read. The phraseology of these let-
ters, it seems to me, is not exceedingly frank. They do not deal
frankly with the real evil, which is permitting boys under 18
years of age to enlist. I had a case in my distriet where a boy
residing in the city of Cambridge was enlisted by a recruiting
officer before he had reached his fifteenth birthday. That fact
was undeniable, and from that it would almost seem necessary
to have a provision in the law that these recruiting officers
should not enlist infants in arms.

Mr. FOSS. Let me say to the gentleman that when a boy
comes to the recruiting office and asks to enlist in the Navy
he has to make out this statement——

Mr. McCALL. Oh, I understand.

Mr. FOSS. His name and birthplace, and then, in addition
to that, when he is under age, he has to have made out this oath
of parent or guardian and sworn to before a proper officer.

Mr. McCALL. But when a boy is only 12 or 13 or 14 years
of age he does not understand the importance of an oath, and
I believe that our recruiting officers are not sufficiently careful
in enlisting boys who may be under 18 years of age. When a
boy of 14 does enlist, then there is a great ado about the papers
that this infant has signed and the perjury that he has com-
mitted. Now, in this particular case, instead of discharging
that boy immediately, as he should have been discharged, under
the theory that he was not fitted for the service, they went to
work and tried him for a fraudulent enlistment. The trial was
before officers of the Navy, who were humane men, How they
reached their verdict I can not understand, but they found that
he was not guilty. So it must have been that they were very
much affected or influenced by the tender age of the boy, and
the result of it was that he was finally discharged because he
was unfitted.

It is an undeniable fact that in the neighborhood of these
recruiting stations, which in the city of Boston are in the vicin-
ity of a great many saloons, you will see pictures representing
the blue water and a beautiful ship and a sailor who looks
almost superior to an admiral, pictures which appeal strongly
to the imagination of a boy. A boy goes there and does not un-
derstand the legal documents, and I submit that the recruiting
officers—I know of two or three instances of the sort—do not,
as a matter of fact, exercise the care that they should exercise
in dealing with young boys. I do not know whether the amend-
ment of my colleague is in workable shape or not, but unless
this abuse is reformed by the Navy Department it should be
reformed by Congress.

Mr. BARTLETT. I should like to ask the gentleman a
question.
Mr. McCALIL. Yes.

Mr. BARTLETT. Ishould like to inquire of the gentleman from
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Massachusetts what right a naval officer now has under the law
of the United States to enlist a boy under 21 years of age with-
out the consent of his parents?

Mr. McCALL. I was not talking about the right of a naval
officer to enlist a boy; but what they do is this: They produce
these legal documents, which they ask the boy to sign, and
in those documents the boy sets forth a case which, upon its
face, justifies the officer in enlisting him. Then they have
him swear to his age, and when it is found that the boy is under
age—in the case of this boy I referred to, under 15—then hLe
is accused of fraudulent enlistment, and his father has this
alternative, either to permit his boy to remain in the Navy,
although too young for it, or else run the risk of his being
tried for fraudulent enlistment and sentenced to a term in
prison and to have him dishonorably discharged from the Navy,
which will forever disqualify him from serving his country.

Mr. BARTLETT. I wish to suggest fo the gentleman that
if there is no law now on the statute books which permits a boy to
be enlisted under age, without the consent of his parents, then
all enlistments under 21 years of age are illegal, and if the law
now does permit enlistments under 21 years of age without the
consent of parent or guardian it should be changed, and in that
way these cases will be prevented. I have had several cases
of this sort in my distriet, and I want to prevent anything more
of the kind.

Mr. McCALIL. Then the gentleman believes in the amend-
ment offered by my colleague?

Mr. BARTLETT. Certainly I do.

Mr. McCALL. I am disposed to accept that.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has expired.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to correct a little misin-
formation in regard to this matter. I desire to call to the at-
tention of the gentleman from Massachusetts JMr. McCarLL]
these facts: When a boy goes to the recruiting office to enlist
he is obliged to answer these guestions: Name, birthplace, date
of birth, nativity, present residence of parents, height, weight,
color, and then he is examined as to chest measurement, what
sickness he has had and at what age, and is asked a number of
other questions, Then, if he is under 18 years of age, his parent
or his guardian must swear to this before a proper officer:

T , residing in county of , Btate of
————, 0 hereby consent to the enlistment of
the United States as to serve until
charged, subject to all the requirements and lawful commands
officers who may from time to time be Emced over him, and I do hereby

relinguish all claim to his services a.n to a.ny wnges or compensation
for the ume, and I do hereby cert he was born

, do solemnly ulrsnwem:
and am:~m that Iam the parent ut d buy

That is sworn to before an officer. Now, what better evidence
could the recruiting officer have than that?

Mr, McCALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
moment?

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. McCALL. That is in a case where the boy swears he is
under 18 years of age, but suppose a boy of 14, as in this case,
has made an affidavit that he is over 18 years of age, then where
do you get the oath of the parent? I say that there are too many
of those young minors enlisted and their oaths accepted as
proof of the fact that they are over 18 years of age, when they
simply want to break into the Navy, and that sufficient care is
not used by recruiting officers in dealing with such young boys.

Mr. F'OS8. Most of these cases, I think, which have been re-
ferred to on the floor have been where boys were very anxious
to get into the Navy, and perjured themselves in order fo get
there.

Mr. KELIHER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gentle-
man from Illinois if it is not a fact that the case he has cited
does not cover the cases that we are aiming to cure the abuse
of at the present time. The gentleman is reading a certificate
blank that is to be filled out by the parent of a boy who says
he is under 18 years of age, who is an honest applicant, who
has the consent of his parents. 'What we are going to get at is
the case of a boy who says that he is over 18 years of age,
when, in fact, he is about 15, or under, and who perjures him-
self by declaring he is over 18. That is the boy we are trying
to get at, and he is not reached by the oath demanded in the
certificate that the gentleman from Illinois reads. [Applause.]

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a guestion?

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts. I want to point out to
the gentleman from Illinois the further fact that even in the
case he mentions that oath reguired does not have to be taken
before the recruiting officer, but may be taken before some one
else. Therefore the recruiting officer has no means of knowing

whether the persons who made the oath were actually the
parents of the boy.

Mr. FOSS. That is true. The ocath is taken before any
officer who has the power to administer oaths.

Mr. GREENH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that I .
live in a city 18 miles from Newport, R. 1., where there is a
naval station, and there are a very large number of enlist-
ments in the ecity where I reside. A great many young boys
are enlisted. They become dissatisfied with something at home
or something in the mill where they work and go to the naval
recruiting officer, and he asks them their age. They are all
posted as to what is reguired of them, and they state that
they are over 18 years of age. Of course they commit per-
jury—we all know that; but they are enlisted. Their parents
do not know where they are, and they get away from home
and the first information the parent has is that he gets from
receiving the boy's clothes from Norfork, Va., or somewhere
else. He then finds that his boy has enlisted in the Navy, and
yet that boy is under age. I have many, many letters from
parents in regard to such matters, and I am met by the cer-
tificate of the Secretary of the Navy, approved by the Pres-
ident, under which no person can get out of the Navy unless
the commanding officer consents or unless the boy has proved
inefficient or is in ill health. If a provision were made like
that which my colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. Kerraer]
has offered, providing for the birth certificate to be produced,
it seems to me that that would cure the evil. I know the Navy
Department states that the birth certificate is difficult to pro-
duce. I am positive, however, that it is not difficult to obtain
a certificate of birth.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt the gentleman to
suggest that in some cases they probably could not procure the
birth certificate?

Mr. GREENE. Well, in the cases where the birth certificate
ecan not be secured, then the boy had better not be in the Navy.
1t can be procured from the city or town clerk, for every city or
town clerk in the State of Massachusetts keeps a record of the
births, and if the boy is a Catholic, it can easily be procured
from the parish records.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. GREENE. I want to say those certificates can be fur-
nished no matter what the Navy Department states about it;
they can be furnished.

Mr. FOSS. I ylelded for a question only and——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. FOSS. I ask for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there ob-
jection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. FOSS. I want to say just one word upon this subject.
This amendment which is before the House requires that the
recruiting officer shall demand a certificate of birth or some
other evidence from the young man. As it is at the present
time they require an oath from the parent or guardian before
enlisting the young man in the Navy. In some cases those are
forged undoubtedly. Young men are so desirous of getting into
the Navy they get somebody to swear they are the parent or
guardian and that is brought to the recruiting officer and the
young man is enlisted in the Navy., That is undoubtedly done
at the present time, but it seems to me all these matters ought
not to be regulated here by Congress. We ought not to provide
what evidence as to age the recruiting officer shall take. You
might go into a whole lot of other questions as to nativity and
as to many other things which the applicant has to answer in
his application. Those are matters to-day of regulation by the
Department.

Mr. WACHTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOSS. Now, if those genflemen who have grievances
would go to the Department, or speak to me about them, I
would be glad to have the regulation changed; but this is a
matter purely of regulation. If you adopt this amendment in-
troduced by Mr. KeLiHER you may absolutely tie up this whole
appropriation of recruiting because the Comptroller of the
Treasury passes upon this. You say by this amendment no
part of this sum shall be used unless satisfactory evidence is
brought as to age of every applicant who comes to the recruit-
ing officer to enlist, and what the Navy Department is fearful
of is that you will absolutely make it impossible for them fo
recruit any men during the coming year and that the whole
matter will become simply a legal question tied up here in the
Comptroller’s office. Now all these matters of regulation as to
enlistment, as to what evidence shall be taken with reference to
age and such question, ought to be a matter of regulation in
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the Department. Any grievances which are made here by
Members of Congress which are just and reasonable will be
remedied by the Department.

Now, that is where we ought to leave this matter, in my judg-
ment, I think in the question of enlistment we often listen to
stories and yarns told by the parents of a good many of these
boys. Why, I know one day parents will come to us and wish
to enlist boys in the Navy, and after the boys have been in the
Navy a few weeks and do not find it as congenial a life as they
expected they want to get out, and the same parents who a few
weeks ago urged us to secure enlistment for their boys a few
weeks afterwards come back and try to move heaven and earth
to try to get those boys out of the Navy. Now, there must be
some rule. If you are going to have a navy, you must have
some rule in regard to enlistments and discharges, otherwise
you will not have a navy. If you are going to leave it to the
caprice and whim of the parents or the boy that he may go into
the Navy whenever he wants and go out wheneyver he wants,
what sort of a personnel are you going to have? Now, I want
to say something has been said here on this floor with reference
to this fraudulent poster, so called. I thought I would bring
in one here this morning. Look at it for a moment. Is there
anything so fraudulent about that poster? That is taken from
actual life, This is the battle ship Connecticut, and the picture
was taken of that ship and put here in this poster. Now, the
picture of this boat down here and these sailors in it was taken
down here at the Washington Navy-Yard. How would you
paint the clothing on those sailors; any different color from
blue? How would you paint the boat; any different color from
the white it is? How would you paint the American flag in
colors different from the red, white, and blue? I tell you that
these statements which have been made here criticising the
Burean of Navigation and the recruiting officers of our Navy
I do not believe are justified by the real facts. I do not see
anything out of the way about that poster that would indicate
or would justify gentlemen saying it was a fraudulent one and
that the Navy is trying to impose upon the people and the boys
of the country.

Mr. PARKER. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr, FOSS. Yes.

Mr. PARKER. What does the gentleman say to that big
capitalized statement on the poster, “ Pay $16 to $70 a month? ™
It is good after they have been promoted to officers, but it is not
good when they first go in. by

Mr. FOSS. They have raised the pay up to $16 a month.

Mr. PARKER. Iow does it get to $70 a month except when
they have been promoted after long service?

Mr. FOSS. They go on up to $70.

Mr. PARKER. How soon?

Mr. FOSS. Not only that, but when they come to the re-
cruiting office they get these pamphlets, which they ecan read
through, and which are entitled " Advice and Instruction for
Recruits.”

Mr. COCKRRAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen-

tleman a question.

Mr. FOSS, Here is another poster.

Mr. COCKRAN. I would like to ask the gentleman from
Illinois if the poster that he has been exhibiting fairly repre-
sents to the mind of an applicant for enlistment the whole
routine of his duty in the Navyy?

Mr. FOSS. Oh, no, no.

Mr. COCKRAN. Now, I will ask the gentleman if there can
be a more effective method of misrepresentation than what is
known as the suppressio veri?

Mr. FOSS. I will let the gentleman answer that himself.

Mr. COCKRAN. There is only one answer.

Mr. FOSS. You can not put into a picture like that all of
the duties——

Mr. COCKRAN. But I asked the gentleman——

Mr. FOSS (continuing). Which the men in the Navy will
be called upon to perform. But in addition to this there are
pamphlets entitled *“Advice and Instructions for Recruits in the
United States Navy.” There is plenty of information given to
them if they will only read it.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. That is not the only poster.

Mr. FREDERICK LANDIS. Could you not have an album
of several hundred pages, with moving pictures in it?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gen-
tleman if that poster is not the result of a number of designs
advertised for by the Navy Department, sent out through the
Post-Office Department, and luring young boys into the Navy,
and whether the prize was not made to the firm that submitted
it and had it printed?

Mr. FOSS. 1 did not hear the gentleman’s question.

Mr. McNARY. 1 will ask it again. I would like to know

whether or not that poster is not the prize design poster sub-
mitted by a firm in Washington as a result of the request of the
Navy Department for bids and for designs, and that that poster,
submitted with a number of others, was agreed upon as being
the most attractive, possibly, and alluring, to induce young
boys to enter the Navy? Whether or not that particular poster
ig not a prize poster paid for by the Department?

Mr. FOSS. I do not know whether that is a fact or not.
This is the first time I have heard of it.

Mr. McNARY. It is so stated to me, and the concern that
won the prize is a Washington concern, located down near the
corner of Fifteenth street and Pennsylvania avenue, or there-
abouts.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Foss] has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may have five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MaxN]
asks unanimous consent that his colleague [Mr., Foss] may pro-
ceed for five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

& ME. MANN. Now, will my colleague yield to me for a ques-
on?

The CHAIRMAN.
his colleague?

Mr. FOSS. I do.

Mr. MANN. I wonld like to ask my colleague whether he
thinks it is essential to the Navy, in order to obtain men for it,
that it shall imitate the circus country poster, which is issued in
flaming colors to get boys inside the circus? Is it necessary for
the United States Government to imitate Barnum and Bailey to
secure men to run the Navy?

Mr. FOSS. No; I do not think it is necessary, nor do I think
that these advertisements are of that character.

Mr. MANN. Certainly that which the gentleman produces is
an imitation of a circus poster.

Mr. SULZER. Worse than a circus poster.
splendid opportunity to see the glories of ithe Orient!”
lnughter.]

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota.
ask him a question?

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I am heartily in accord with the
gentleman from Illinois, the chairman of the Committee on
Naval Affairs, and the Navy of the United States, in their
effort to secure good sailors for the Navy. Now, for informa-
tion for myself, and I think the House wants similar informa-
tion, I would like to have the gentleman exhibit the other poster
that he held underneath the one with the picture of the ship on.

Mr. FOSS exhibited the poster.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I notice it says in large type,
“ Great opportunity for advancement.”

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Now, I am unaware of the oppor-
tunities for advancement of the common sailor in the Navy.
For the benefit of the House, and information purely, I would
like to ask the gentleman if he has sufficient knowledge to
inform the House what the “ great opportunities for advance-
ment” are in the Navy as regards the common sailor, other
than age?

Mr. FOSS. Well, a boy may enter the Navy, and if he proves
himself to be a good man, he can go up through the different
grades of petty officers and go up into the commissioned grade
of the Navy.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. How long does that take him? Has the
gentleman any record to show?

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. What boy has been able to get to
be an Admiral of the Navy?

Mr. MANN. How many enlisted men have become commis-
sioned officers in the Navy?

Mr. KEIFER. Farragut and others came up from service
on the deck.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I am very much obliged for the
information, and it is surely information to me; I never heard
very much of it before. But does the gentleman think that the
young men really appreciate what is the meaning of that * great
opportunity for advancement™ he has? And if so, I think the
country and the House ought to know it.

Mr. FOSS. Well, it depends entirely upon the boy. I do
not presume a boy of 17 or 18 years of age fully understands
the opportunities or appreciates the position.

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. That is just what I wanted to
know, and I thank the gentleman for it.

Mr. FOSS. It all depends upon the boy.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Why do you put in your advertisement,

Does the gentleman from Illinois yield to

It says, *“ What a
[Great

Will the gentleman allow me to
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“ Good opportunity for advancement,” when there are very few
eases indeed in which advancement is open to the men; and that
that is true is proven by the records of the Department.

Mr. FOSS. Every man has a fair chance.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. How many have been advanced from the
position of an enlisted man to a commissioned officer of high
rank within the last, say, ten years?

Mr. MANN. Or a commissioned officer at all?

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Or a commissioned officer at all, as sug-
gested by the gentleman from Illinois,

Mr. I'OSS. A number of them have.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. How many?

Mr. LACEY. I would like to ask the gentleman——

Mr. SULZER. Mention one.
n!l]f:d FOSS. I do not know their names, but they can be fur-

shed.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE., How many in all?

Mr. FOSS. I can not give the exact number.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. LACEY. I want to suggest to my friend, the chairman
of the committee, that in view of the various suggestions made
on the floor here——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinols
has expired. The committee will be in order, and all gentle-
men will be seated.

Mr. FOSS. I ask unanimous consent that I may have two
minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent
that his time may be extended for two minutes. Is there objec-
tion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. LACEY. I would suggest to my friend from Illinois that
he ask the Navy Department to amend these handbills and put
on them, “Who enters here leaves hope behind,” in order to
encourage enlistment. That seems to be the thought of a great
many gentlemen here.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Foss]
exhibited a postal here——

Mr. FOSS. I want to answer the gentleman’s question. The
number allowed, I am informed, each year is twelve of the de-
serving young fellows who can go into the commissioned ranks.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. I am speaking of the number that are
actually advanced.

Mr. FOSS. I do not know how many have been advanced,
but I think probably the full number each year.

Mr. ROBERTS. Obh, no.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. By no means.

Mr. FOSS8. Or very nearly the full number.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. By no means. But I wish to ask you
one other question. You exhibited to this House a poster.

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. GOLDFOGLH. Is that the only poster you are aware of
that has been put out to lure young men into the Navy?

Mr. FFOSS. There is a larger poster.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. I should say so.

Mr. FOSS. And here is a photograph of it.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Is not that a very large poster, about the
gize——

Mr. FOSS. It is about 10 feet long and 6 or T feet wide.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. About the same size that the theaters
and circoses use, as was suggested here.

Mr. FOSS. It says: “ Young men wanted for the Navy, ages
17 to 85. Communicate with the recruiting office.”

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. And a picture of a large battle ship.

Mr. FOSS. Yes; the Connecticut.

Mr. SULZER. And oriental trees in the distance.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Palms and beautiful folinge in the dis-
tance. Are not those very large posters that you have just
mentioned displayed in all the cities in the United States, on
the dead walls of the city?

Mr. FOSS. They are displayed. On what kind of walls they
are displayed I do not know.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Well, they are displayed on the fences
and dead walls of the cities. Is not that true?

Mr. FOSS. 1 think that is probably true.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Does the gentleman from Tllinois be-
lieve that is the proper way of advertising the United States
Navy with dignity and of attracting worthy young men to go
into the service? I should like a frank and fair answer from
the gentleman from Illinois,

Mr, FOSS. What would the gentleman from New York do?

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. I would not attempt any such claptrap
advertisements in order fo attract men into the Navy.

Mr. KELIHER. Mr. Chairman, the House has heard the
gtatement submitted by the naval officials to the effect that

great care is exercised in recruiting these boys. Nevertheless,
if a recital of the complaints known to Members of this House
should be called for at this time, the afternoon would be taken
up in listening to harrowing tales that have come to the per-
sonal attention of almost every Member. The recruiting offi-
cers must plead guilty to one of two things—either they are
lamentably lacking in judgment, or they willfully ignore the
spirit and letter of the enlistment law. If the Navy wants
these young boys, let it say so, and let it be done strictly by
regulation and in accordance with law.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. How would you get them?

Mr. KELIHER. If the gentleman will be patient for five
minutes I will endeavor to tell him.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Will you allow me just to say
to you that we are some seven or eight thousand short now of
making up our quota, that the ships have not men enough to
man them, and even with all these alluring advertisements we
are unable to get enlistments enough.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the gentleman want these boys in
the Navy who are under age?

AMr. LILLEY of Connecticut. I think a boy, if he intends to
follow a seafaring life, is old enough when he is 17 or 18 years
of age to go into the Navy.

Mr. WILLIAMS. As the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCarrn] says, why make a restriction in the law that you do
not follow?

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. I should like to know how you
are going to get men for the Navy?

A MewmeBer. Pay them better.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. It has been impossible to get
them this past year or two. We are seven thousand short of
our quota.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Does the gentleman think that a boy
17 years of age, whose mother is insane and whose father is
dead, should be kept in the Navy when his services are impera-
tively demanded at home?

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. No; I do not.

Mr. KELIHER. Mr. Chairman, I am not complaining about
the age fixed by the Department in the regulations at which
they take the boys, but we are aiming to keep out the boy who
falsely declares himself to be of ‘an age beyond that which is
his own age. That is the boy we are trying to keep out. The
age is fixed by statute, and the regulations are based upon this
statute. The statute gives the Secretary of the Navy the right
to take boys from 15 to 18, and to show that the Department
itself did not want these boys it, of its own accord, of its own
volition, raised the age from 15 to 17; so that the boy to-day
can not enlist unless he perjures himself if he has not reached
the age of 18.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Will the gentleman from Massachusetts
yield?

Mr. EELIHER. Yes.

Mr. GOLDFOGLHE. 1Is it not a fact that when a boy does
enlist under the lawful age and seeks to be discharged through
his parents, the officers of the Navy threaten that they will
court-martial this young infant if he dares to assert that he is
under age?

Mr. KELIHER. Mr. Chairman, that sad fact has been im-
pressed on the minds of every Member of this House fully. I
shall take no more time to emphasize it. But, Mr. Chairman,
the point I make is this: The gentleman from Illinois holds in
his hand a blank certificate of enlistment pointing out that a
boy who declares that he is under 18 years of age has to obtain
the consent of his father and mother, and that the statement
has to be made under oath. Yes; the honest boy is compelled
to bring a statement of his parents sworn to, but the perjurer,
the youthful perjurer, with no conception of the enormity of
his erime, boldly walks in and declares that he is over 18 years
of age, and is accepted without a line or word of evidence other
than his falsely uttered statement. My amendment simply
makes it necessary for the young evil doer to procure a certi-
ficate of his birth or present other written evidence to the effect
that he is over 18.

We hear a great deal said in this House that that is impos-
sible. The boys who are enlisting to-day, Mr. Chairman, are
around 15, 16, 17 years of age, and in many instances under 21,
Now, within the last twenty years our nation has made great
progress, and there is scarcely a city, town, or hamlet in this
country where provisions have not been made for the registra-
tion of births. We are not in war times. It is not necessary
to hastily press these boys into service. We might say to them,
“Wait a week and write home,” even if they belong in Kansas
or California; *“ Write and get your birth certificate.” My
amendment is drawn with sufficient latitude to do away with
that when it proves impossible or impracticable.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa-
chusets has expired.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman may have five minutes more,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unan-
imous consent that the time of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts be extended five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. KELIHER. Mr. Chairman, if this amendment obtains
the recruiting officer says to the boy, “ How old are you?” He
says, “I am 19 years of age.” The recruiting officer says, “I
want a certificate of your birth.” The boy says, “ I can't get it.”
Then the officer, when he finds this to be so, says, “ Get some eyi-
dence. Where did you work last? Get the evidence from the
man you worked for. Get me gome satisfactory evidence of any
sort.”

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I offer this amendment
gimply and solely for the purpose of having something—when
we find a boy of 14 or 15 enlisting as 18 or over—something in
the hands of the recruiting officer to show us upon what evi-
dence he took the boy in. If the recruiting oflicers had two
eyes they would not have accepted these striplings in the Navy
to-day. It is simply to bind the recruiting officer to the proper
performance of his duty that this amendment is offered to the
regulations under which he now recruits.

They tell us that the Treasury Department will hold up the
recruiting of the Navy. I would like to ask the chairman of the
committee how many times the Comptroller of the Treasury in
the auditing of Navy accounts relative to the payment of money
for enlisted men has paid any attention to whether enlistment
laws or regulations have been strictly observed? I venture to
say that he knows of no case whatever. The only trouble with
the amendment is that the naval department is unnecessarily
sensitive; it believes that we are reflecting on the character
of the reeruiting officers. I say nothing of their character, but
I would that they had used better judgment in the past, and
there would have been less of this trouble,

Now, Mr. Chairman, as I said before, the subject of recruiting
is established by statute law, and I do not aim to change any
statute, but simply to change the regulation in a slight way. I
want by my amendment to have the law and regulations prop-
erly amended, and so that it will work no hardship to anyone.
The duty of getting evidence reguired does not devolve upon the
recruiting officer. It devolves upon the applicant. I repeat,
Mr. Chairman, that the Navy Department itself raised the mini-
mum age from 15 to 17. I speak to-day, Mr. Chairman, in no
spirit of hostility to the Navy Department or its officials.

I speak for the mothers of the land who lose their boys, rattle-
brained young fellows with no conception whatsoever of the
seriousness of the crime of perjury. After they have been en-
listed they complain to their mothers and the mothers appeal to
the Congressmen, but under the ironclad order issued by the
President it is impossible to get these boys out without a court-
martial. It is to obviate that form of trouble and complaint
that this amendment is offered. I reiterate that if it were not
for the sensitiveness of the officers in the Navy Department
there would not be one syllable of opposition offered to my
amendment, which I trust the good sense and sympathy of the
House will adopt.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. Curtis having taken
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate,
by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading clerk, announced that the Senate
had passed without amendment joint resolution and bills of the
following titles:

H. J. Res. 134, Joint resolution authorizing the construction
and maintenance of wharves, piers, and other structures in
Lake Michigan adjoining certain lands in Lake County, Ind.;

H. R, 15095. An act authorizing the condemnation of lands or
-easements needed in connection with works of river and harbor
improvement at the expense of persons, companies, or corpora-
tions; and

H. R. 18204. An act to authorize the Northampion and Hali-
fax Bridge Company to construct a bridge across Roanoke
River at or near Weldon, N. C.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill
and joint resolution of the following titles; in which the con-
currence of the House of Representatives was requested:

8. 5989, An act to authorize the construction of a bridge
across the Missouri River in Broadwater and Gallatin counties,
Mont. ; and

8. R. b4. Joint resolution authorizing a change in the weigh-
Ing of the mails in the fourth section,

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL,

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. WACHTER. Mr. Chairman, I call for the reading of the
amendment.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up all the
afterncon in discussing this matter. I therefore move that all
debate on the pending paragraph and all amendments thereto
be closed in fifteen minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen-
tleman from Illinois to close all debate on the pending para-
graph and all amendments thereto in fifteen minutes.

The guestion was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks for
the reading of the amendment, Without objection, the Clerk
will again report the amendment.

There was no objection; and the Clerk again reported the
amendment.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I think in the matter of recruit-
ing we ought to be just to the Government, to the parent and
guardian, and to the boy. If the Government acts fairly in the
matter of enlistment no harm will be done. It is entirely
right and proper for the Government to advertise in a proper
way the fact that it needs sailors, and to state what are the
advantages to the enlisted men. I think the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr., KELIHER] is objec-
tionable and will lower the protection rather than increase the
safeguards. His amendment provides that the enlisting officer
shall have the certificate of birth or other satisfactory evidence.
1f, therefore, the officer who enlists is called on to explain why
he enlisted a minor he can readily say, * Why, the evidence fur-
nished to me was satisfactory.” The evidence might not be
satisfactory to anybody else; it does not require the consent of
the parent or guardian. His rights are entitled to protection.

Mr. GOLDFOGLE. Does not the amendment say written
evidence?

Mr. RIXEY. No; it does not.

Mr, WACHTER. Does not the gentleman believe that that
would be a method of bringing it to the notice of the parent
or guardian?

Mr. RIXHEY, Not necessarily. The officer might say that the
affidavit of the boy was sufficient evidence. Certainly it ought
not to be left in that way. The present statute provides that
where the boy is under 18 years of age the officer shall not en-
list him without the consent of his parent or guardian, and
I certainly would not alter that law. All that I would do would
be to enlarge the scope of it and provide that no boy under 21
years of age should be enlisted without the written consent of
his parent or guardian. When you provide that it seems to me
it is as far as we can go in justice to all the parties, and the
amendment which I offer carries out this idea and requires the
enlisting officer to have the consent of the parent or guardian.
If the parent or guardian gives written consent and the boy is
willing, why should anybody else object? The Government
wants the seamen and if the parent is willing and the boy is
willing, it seems to me he ought to be allowed to enlist.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Is there not a law now which makes it
incumbent upon the officers to discharge these boys when they
are found to be under age?

Mr, RIXEY. No; I think not.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Would it not be a good idea to incorpo-
rate something of that nature in the amendment?

Mr. RIXEY. If a boy is enlisted without the consent of his
parent or guardian where that is required, then as a matter of
law the parent or guardian has a right to have the boy dis-
charged.

Mr, WACHTER. But suppose the boy swears that he is 21,
and he is not 217

Mr. RIXEY. If the boy swears that he is 21 when he is not,
but appears to be 21, and the officer knows nothing to the con-
trary, and he is enlisted, then the only thing that can be done is
to prosecute the wrongdoer, just as the gentleman would have
to do if his name was forged. If the boy is accountable, he can
be held responsible for false swearing.

Mr. WACHTER. Then that brings the situation back to
where it is now.

Mr. RIXEY. I say that, so far as that is concerned, you can
not relieve a man who is of responsible age from responsibility
for his acts. I would protect the rights of the parent or guard-
ian, and in doing that it would protect the boy himself.

Mr. BURTON of Delaware. Would the written consent of his
parent or guardian add to that, if any exists? A boy who is an
orphan and has no estate would have no parent or guardian.

Mr. RIXEY. Then, does not the gentleman think in that case
the boy ought to have the protection of the court, and that the
court ought to appoint somebody as guardian to act for him?
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. GREENE. Mr. Chairman, I listened to the remarks of
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Foss], and he advises Mem-
bers of this body to go to the Navy Department, and there they
will consider the complaints that are made. I have been to the
Navy Department many times and have frequently written
them, and I have received in reply a little slip of paper on which
is a statement from the Assistant Secretary of the Navy giving
the conditions under which the man can be discharged from the
Navy, and that is accompanied by the order of the Commander
in Chief of the Army and Navy forces of the United States,
Theodore Roosevelf, under which the Navy Department can
shield itself from any responsibility. The instructions to the
enlisting officer provide that he shall not knowingly enlist any
boy under age. The amendment presented by my colleague is
not unreasonable, and it ought to be adopted.

The printed slip, to which I have referred, provides that the
recruit can not be discharged except upon complaint to his
commanding officer or unless he has proved inefficient or unfit
for the service, Therefore the boy having been enlisted in the
service by reason of the fact that he has made a false state-
ment, there is no method by which he can be discharged ex-
cept to submit to punishment for perjury and a dishonorable
discharge from the Navy. The amendment offered by my col-
league from Massachusetts [Mr. Kerriaer] I claim cures that
evil. The gentleman from Illinois says that it will stop en-
listments. If it stops enlistments, it is far better for the
Navy to stop them, and my idea would be for the Navy De-
partment to make other provisions for securing enlistments
rather than to induace young boys to commit perjury in order
that they may enlist in the United States Navy. There are
complaints about desertions in the United States Navy. The de-
sertions arise largely from the young boys who get into the Navy
and are unfit for the service and ought not to be there, and in re-
gard to the diffiecnlty in furnishing birth eertificates, my idea
would be, if birth certificates can not be furnished, then it
would be better that the naval officer should not obtain the
recruits.

Mr. BATES. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. GREENE. Yes.

Mr. BATES. Is the gentleman aware, in connection with
what he is just stating, how many enlistments there were dur-
ing the year 19057

Mr. GREENE. No; I am not aware of the number.

Mr. BATES. Let me read the figures, if the gentleman will
allow me.

Mr. GREENE. If you do not take too long; make it short.

AMr. BATES. There were 41,000 applications, and out of
41,000 applications there were 28,000 rejected and only 11,600
passed that were finally admitted.

Mr. GREENE. That makes no difference. What I state
would be true if there were only 1,000 accepted. I do not say
they do not reject men that ought to be rejected or do not
reject boys that ought to be rejected, but they do accept boys
that they ought not to aceept, and it is not to the credit of the
United States Navy that they accept these boys; it is not to the
advantage of the United States Navy that they enlist them, and
it is, in my judgment, far better to keep them out.

Mr. BATES. This only shows the charge which has been
made on the floor of the House, that they take in everyone who
applies, is not borne out by the facts.

Mr. GREENE. Whatever may have been said by anyone else
I am not responsible for. I simply state they do accept boys
who ounght not to be accepted in the Navy, and if the boy of a
Member of Congress should happen to be enlisted he would not
stand it for a moment, but the present system hits the poor boy,
the boys of the men who ecan not afford to take out a writ of
habeas corpus to withdraw their sons from the Navy, and they
have no means of redress, but are obliged to submit to these
regulations which are wrong and ought not to be perpetuated,
and I hope that the amendment presented by the gentleman from
Massachusetts will prevail, or some amendment will be adopted
that will cure the evil which I know exists. And I know that
the desertions occur in the Navy and will occur as long as this
method continues, and if it is necessary to raise the age or
raise the pay it would be better that the Congress should raise
the pay. This Government has money enough to increase the
compensation rather than to undertake to build a navy up with
boys entirely unfit for the service, who are wrung from their
families in a way that should not be longer continued.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether any
amendment providing formalities will do any good. In my
experience I have not found that fermalities ever do anything
but protect carelessness. The difficulty about this whole busi-
ness of enlistments seems to lie in the care that is taken to see

that only the right people are enlisted. My own town consists
of about 300,000 people, and it is a large recruiting station, and
we have an object lesson before us. There is a little Army
recruiting station in that eity during the year, where they have
time and the opportunity to look into each case, see the par-
ents and get their consents, and there is seldom, if ever, a com-
plaint from the Army recruiting station on the subject of enlist-
ments. But once every year for about a week or two weeks
the town is posted with placards describing the benfits of going
into the Navy, and a year ago in A week seven cases came to
my attention which I could not bring before the attention of
the Navy Department, because in about every one of those
cases boys who were 16, 17, and 18 had sworn that they were
21 years of age, and to go to the Navy Department was to tell
that Department that they had committed perjury, and to put
them under the ball and chain.

Now, I do not care about those consequences compared to
the act, for the horrible thing is the act of committing perjury,
and that it should be encouraged by carelessness in this regard.
It is only a few months ago that an Army case came before our
commiftee. A soldier had been promoted to be an officer. His
age as reported on promotion was a good deal younger than the
age to which he had sworn when he entered the Army, and it
was held that a man who had sworn falsely could not be pro-
moted to be an officer. The disgrace is upon the man for life.
But the disgrace is likewise upon the Department and the offi-
cers if they are careless in enlistments and try to get boys into
the Navy without cartying out the regulations and without
being careful to bring it before them that it is of importance
whether their affidavits are strictly true.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman

Mr. KELIHER. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask if the time
has all been consumed? -

The CHAIRMAN. There are two minutes remaining. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SpAypeEN] is recognized for two
minutes,

Mr. SLAYDEN. I am surprised that any objection should be
interposed on the part of anyone to the adoption of an amend-
ment which will prevent receiving into the Navy young men
who commit perjury, or which will undertake to correct the
conditions which permit them to go in with even their parents
deceived as to the conditions they are to encounter when they
get in.

I do not believe, sir, that 17 or 18 years of age is too young
to admit boys to the Navy, but it certainly ought to be done
under frank and honest conditions. Frank and honest con-
ditions require that the truth shall be told about their age,
and the officers who recruit these young men should be com-
pelled by law to ascertain absolutely what is the age of the boys
when they come into the Navy. It has happened, sir, no
doubt to every Member of this House, that Representatives
have had their attention drawn to the fact that young men
have been induced to go into the Navy, sometimes, I admit,
because they have been self-deceived, with the idea that they
will be able, by enlisting at a tender age and by the study of
the profession of seamanship, to arrive at a commission. Now,
frankly, sir, it is almost impossible for them to realize that
ambition. When we passed the personnel act we provided a
very small opening through which young men from the humbler
ranks of life, young men without the advantage of graduation
from the Naval Academy, might get into the Navy. Dut, sir,
so far as I am advised, so far as this Naval Register discloses
to a_casual examination, only two young men have ever had
the privilege of reaching the grade of junior lieutenant without
graduation from the Naval Academy.

Mr. Chairman, the laws have made of the Navy an un-Ameri-
can institution. It is not inviting to the young men of the
country, but it ought to be made so. -

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FOSS, Upon our gide of the House there is a gentleman
who was formerly in the Navy, and I am going to ask that
three minutes be given to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr, WEEKS].

Mr. KELIHER. Regular order, Mr. Chairman!

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is made.

Mr. SULLIVAN of Massachusetts, If the gentleman from
Illinois will give three minutes over here, we will agree.

Mr. FOSS. Yes. I move that we extend the debate six min-
utes, which will give three minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Wgexks] and three minutes to the other
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr., KErtHER].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the time for debate be extended for six
minutes, three minutes of which are to be given to the gentle-
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man from Massachusetts [Mr. WeEEEs] and three minutes to
the other gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Keviger]. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, I particularly want to refer
to questions which were asked the chairman of the Naval
Committee relative to that statement which is made on the en-
listment posters that men receive from $16 to $70 a month and
that there is further opportunity for promotion.

Men in the Navy do receive from $16 to $70 a month. At
least 5 per cent of the men before the mast are petty officers,
who receive when at sea from $40 to $70 a month. In addition
to that, there is a grade of officers in the Navy known as war-
rant officers. Those men are promoted from the men shipped
before the mast. There are in the Navy 47 chief boatswains,
93 boatswains, 45 chief gunners, 70 gunners, 39 chief carpenters,
56 carpenters, 6 sailmakers, 201 warrant machinists, and 36
mates. And I believe it is a fact that every one of these men
we::e shipped before the mast and have since received their pro-
motion.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. WEEKS. Certainly.

Mr. SLAYDEN. How many have become commissioned offi-
cers In the Navy?

Mr. WEEKS. I am coming to that. The pay of these war-
rant officers, 596 of them, ranges from $1,300 to $1,800 a year,
and every one of them, I believe, enlisted before the mast. In
addition to that, under the present law, a law passed in 1001,
the President is authorized to appoint from these warrant ofli-
cers five officers a year to the grade of ensign in the Navy pro-
vided they can pass the required examination. That answers
the question specifically, it seems to me.

Mr. MANN. How many has he appointed?

Mr. FOSS. About twenty.

Mr. MANN. And what is the reason that they have not been
appointed every year?

Mr. WEEKS. Why not?

Mr. MANN. Because the Navy Department turns them down.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Because they can not pass the
examination.

Mr. MANN, Because they will not permit them to take the
examination. How many have been appointed?

Mr. WEEKS. That I do not know.

Mr. MANN. You can not give us that information.

Mr. WEEKS. The fact is these men can be examined, five
each year, and they are given an opportunity to become commis-
sioned ensigns in the Navy provided they come up to the re-
quired standard. [Loud applause.] -

Mr. KELIHER. Mr. Chalrman, as to the pay of these boys in
the Navy or the pay of the petty officers in the Navy, I have no
concern whatsoever. I am simply aiming to correct an evil, a
specific evil, an evil known to exist by every Member of this
House, Mr. Chairman; and I have consulted some of the best
minds in this House, some of the best lawyers and parliamen-
tarians, and they tell me that my amendment as drawn and as sub-
mitted by me will effect the resunlt that all geek to obtain; and
therefore I trust the House will accept my amendment as pre-
gented by me. Mr. Chairman, I repeat again, they will not be
accepting an amendment which is carelessly drawn by a novice,
but they are accepting an amendment carefully drawn after
advising with those who thoroughly understand what I want
to get at, and who assure me that my amendment will accom-
plish that at which we aim—to eradicate the evil of fraudulent
enlistment of these boys who enlist without the knowledge or
consent of parents, guardlans, or anybody except to recruiting
officer and themselves. [Applause and cries of “ Vote!”]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman suggested that he desired

‘to ask unanimous consent to change a word in his amendment.

Mr. KELIHER. I ask unanimous consent to insert in the
amendment the word *“ written ” that was left out through care-
lessness in presenting the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert the word *““ written " before the word “ evidence,” so as to read
# certificate of birth or written evidence other than his statement,” etec,

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman to correct the amendment as indicated? [After a
pause.] The Chair hears none.

The guestion is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts,

Mr. RIXEY. I would like to ask if the first vote will not
have to be on the substitute? I offered a substitute to the
amendment of the gentleman from Massachusetts before he

gpoke, and sent it up to the desk.
Mr. GAINES of West Virginia. I ask that both the amend-

ment of the gentleman from Virginia and that of the gentleman
ggoﬂn Massachusetts be reported. I would like to hear them
th.

The amendment of Mr. KELtHER was again reported.

The substitute offered by Mr. Rixey was read, as follows:

Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be expended for
the enlistment of minors under 21 years of age without tg: written
consent of the parent or guardian,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from Virginia.

The question was taken; and the substitute was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to.
[Applause.]

The Clerk commenced to read.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know what the
Clerk is now reading.

Mr. TAWNEY. On page 29. I understand that we are going
back to an amendment offered to a section passed over without
prejudice.

The CHATRMAN. Two paragraphs were passed by the com-
mittee without prejudice. One has been disposed of.

Mr. RIXEY. I would like to give notice now, as I did last
evening, that at the end of the paragraph read last evening I
propose to offer an amendment when we are ready to proceed
with the bill.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, there was another matter I
wanted to take up in the Bureau of Ordnance. An amendment
was pending, offered by the gentleman from Minnesota.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks to recur to the para-
graph that was passed without prejudice.

Mr. TAWNEY. At the end of line 6, page 11.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Reserving the right to object, I would like
to know what it is that unanimous consent is asked for.

Mr. FOSS. It does not require unanimous consent. The
House has already passed the paragraph without prejudice.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If it does not require unanimous consent,
why should the gentleman ask for unanimous consent?

Mr. FOSS. I did not ask unanimous consent that I recollect.

The CHAIRMAN. The paragraph was passed without preju-
dice.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman on this paragraph of ordnance
and ordnance stores, before taking up the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota, I desire to ask a correction
of the punctuation; that a semicolon be inserted by the Clerk
in line 25, page 10, after the word * material "—* handling ord-
nance material,” then a semicolon.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 10, line 25, after “ material,” Insert a semicolon.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer a substitute
for the amendment that I offered, which does not change the
amendment except in the phraseology. I wrote it hurriedly, and
I want simply to change the wording and to have this substi-
tute considered instead of the original amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota offers a
substitute for the amendment pending to the paragraph, which
the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be expended for
shells or projectiles, except for shells or projeetiles porchased in acceord-
ance with the terms and conditions of proposals submitted by the Secre-
tary of the Navy to all of the manufacturers of shells and projectiles,
an 13011 bids received In accordance with the terms and requirements

of such proposals.

Mr. RIXEY. I should like to ask the gentleman from Min-
nesota a question. His amendment, as I understand it, only
refers to the purchase of shells and projectiles?

Mr. TAWNEY. Yes.

Mr. RIXEY. Will the gentleman object to inserting after
the words “expended for” the words “ the purchase of?” As
the amendment is written I think it would apply to all projec-
tiles, and I understand that some of the shells and projectiles
are made by the Government, and therefore the gentleman’s
amendment ought to be confined to the purchase, which result
will be effected by adding after the words * expended for™ the
words “ the purchase of.”

Mr. TAWNEY. I will examine my amendment and ascer-
tain whether those words can be inserted there. It is not my
purpose to deprive the Government of the opportunity of manu-
facturing projectiles. My information from the Navy Depart-
ment is that all these projectiles are manufactured by private
establishments.

Mr. RIXEY., I understand that some of the smaller shells
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and projectiles for test purposes at Indian Head are made by
the Governmrent.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I understood that the projec-
tiles are made by a private concern and not by the Government.

Mr. RIXEY. I was informed on yesterday by a gentleman
who ought to know that our shells and projectiles used at In-
dian Head were manufactured at the Washington Navy-Yard
by the Govermment, But if they are all purchased this does not
do any harm to put in the words which the amendment provides
for.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I will, before the amendment
is voted upon, look at it, and if it is necessary to correct it in
that respect I am perfectly willing to do it. I want fo ask the
chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs if it is not true
that under this provision of his bill, under the paragraph in
lines 19 and 20, there will be expended in the next fiscal year
for shells and projectiles by the Navy Department a sum aggre-
gating about $1,000,0007

Mr. FOSS8. For shells?

Mr. TAWNEY. For shells and projectiles.

Mr. FOSS. I do not know how much of this appropriation
of a million dollars which provides for the supply of powder
and shells will be used to purchase shells. Of course it is all
available for two things, powder and shells; how much will go
for powder and how much for shells I do not know.

Mr. TAWNEY. I assumed, Mr. Chairman, that in providing

for an appropriation of $1,000,000 for two distinct purposes the
committee had probably ascertained the amount that would be
expended of that appropriation for each of the two purposes.
That was the reason I asked—to ascertain whether or not the
amount was not about equally divided. So that under the cur-
rent appropriation for ordnance the Navy Department is now
expending $495,916.50 for shells and projectiles, and if one-half
of the reserve ammunition which the Department is authorized
to purchase under that paragraph to which I referred a mo-
ment ago is to be expended for shells and projectiles, then there
would be an aggregate expenditure for this purpose of about
£1,000,000 in the next fiscal year.
° My purpose, Mr. Chairman, is not to embarrass the Navy
Department in the least nor to limit the amount of expendi-
ture for this purpose. My amendment is solely and alone in
the interest of better administration, and to take away from
any officer in this Department the opportunity of preferring
one manufacturing establishment engaged in the manufacture
of material or ordnance for the Navy to the extent that they
are now engaged in that manufacture, of favoring one estab-
lishment to the exclusion of other manufacturing establish-
ments.

The amendment is in line with the uniform and long-estab-
lished poliey of the Government; that is, when any of the De-
partments desire to purchase any material they must purchase
in the open market, after submitting their proposals, inviting
and receiving bids for that material, in accordance with the
specifications and the conditions contained in the proposal.

_In the War Department we have prescribed that they can not
purchase beyond $500 worth of material execept by advertising.
In the other Departments we have provided that not to exceed
$100 can be expended except upon public proposals and inviting
a public and open competitive bid for material or supplies to be
purchased.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. May I inquire whether these provi-
sions which the gentleman alludes to are provisions of general
law.

Mr. TAWNEY. They are general law.

. Mr. LITTLEFIELD. And apply to the other Departments?
I Mr. TAWNEY. To all other Departments.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What provision is there that applies to
the Navy Department?

Mr. TAWNEY. The same provisions apply to the Navy De-
partment with the exceptions mentioned in section 3721 of the
Revised Statutes. There are certain exceptiens there men-
tioned, one of which is ordnance. That law was passed in 1847,
when the Government of the United States was not expending
a million dollars annually for the purchase of ordnance; when
we did not have the manufacturing establishments in this coun-
try that we have to-day for the manufacture of shells and pro-
ectiles.

i Now, it iIs said that all of our shells and projectiles used in
the Navy are manufactured in private manufacturing estab-
lishments. There are four that I know of that are to-day en-
gaged in the manufacture of these projectiles. Some of them
have contracts for the manufacture of a certain class of pro-
jectiles as the result of open bids. Others are manufactured as
the result of private contracts with the Navy Department.
These different manufacturing establishments are all equipped

for the manufacture of shells in accordance with the specifica-
tions prescribed by the Navy Department, and if they can not
comply with the specifications they will not bid.

If they do bid and pretend to comply, the Navy Department
requires that every one of the bids shall be accompanied with a
bond to indemnify the Government against any failure to com-
ply with the conditions of the contract.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota asks
unanimous consent to proceed for five minutes, Is there ob-
jection?

There was no objection.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, the four companies that are
engaged in the manufacture of these shells and projectiles are
the Firth Sterling Steel Company, of Pittsburg; the Crucible
Steel Company, located I do not know where ; the Bethlehem Steel
Company, and the Midvale Steel Company, of Philadelphia. In
view of the magnitude of these purchases, in view of the fact
that we have independent manufacturing establishments that
are equipped and engaged in the manufacture of these shells, in
view of the fact that all the shells and projectiles that are
purchased by the War Department are purchased by open bids,
as the result of proposals submitted by the War Department, I
can not see why we should make an exeeption in the case of the
Navy Department, and thus give to naval officers who are
charged, with the responsibility of making these contracts the
opportunity of favoring one manufacturing establishment to the
exclusion of all others engaged in manufacturing the same iden-
tical article.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What company now has the contract?

Mr. TAWNEY. My information is that there are two or
three that have contracts for the manufacture of different kinds
of projectiles.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. For the Navy?

Mr. TAWNEY. The Firth Steel Company has the contract
in Pittsburg, and I understand the Midvale Steel Company, of
Philadelphia, has the contract for another class of projectiles.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to ask the gentleman for information. How many firms are
bidding for these armor-piercing projectiles? Did he say
four?

Mr. TAWNEY. Not bidding; no.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. How many firms in the
United States have the capacity for making, satisfactorily,
armor-piercing shells?

Mr. TAWNEY. I have given the names of four.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I understood {he gentleman
to say that there are other manufacturers as well eguipped.
Will the gentleman name them?

Mr. TAWNEY. I said that I did not have the names or the
location of the other firms.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman answer
me further—where did he get his information that there were
other firms?

Mr. TAWNEY. I got the information first from the letter
of the Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. That is good authority.

Mr. TAWNEY. In a letter which I will read, and further
than that, from the gentleman’s colleague from Philadelphia.
On the 12th of April I made an inquiry of the Secretary of the
Navy for the purpose of ascertaining how these purchuases were
made, whether or not they were made in the open market, or
whether they were purchased as a result of private contracts
let to these various manufacturing establishments, and on the
18th of April the Secretary replied to my letter as follows:

NAvY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, April 18, 1906.

Sin: Replylng to your letter of the 12th instant, requesting to be
advised as to what the practice of this Department has been and is
in respect to the letting of shell or projectile contracts; whether or not
the Department advertises for bids and, if sp, whether there is com-
petitive bidding for this work; also requesting to be Informed as to
what these contracts amounted to In the aggregate durilng the last
fiscal year, I have the honor to inform you that the Chlef of the
Bureau of Ordnance, to whom your letter was referred, has submitted
the Ic;llow‘lng report, which covers the several inquiries contained In
your letter:

“A distinetion must be made in stating the Bureau's ?ollcy between
those projectlles for which the requirements are so simple as to bring
them within the range of general competition, and those (chiefly
armor-piercing shells of large calibers) for which the requirements
are so exacting that only a small number of firms in the country are
in a itlon to undertake their manufacture with any hope of success.

“With refard to the first class, the Bureau's practice Is to invite
bids from all manufacturers who are belleved to be equipped for under-
taking contracts and completing them satisfactorily.

“With regard to the second class of pr%lectllea. which, as above
noted, are principally armor-piercing shells of large caliber, the policy
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of the Bureau has been directed toward securing the very best that
could be had, keeping In view that desirability of distributing orders
in such a manner that the Department should, in the event of war,
have as large a number of plants available as possible. In pursuance
of this policy, contracts for shells of this class have in many cases
been placed without competition, as authorized by section No. 3721
of the Revised Btatutes.

“ The a%gregnte amount of shell contracts for the past fiscal year
was $495,916.50, of which $50,329 was spent for shell of the first
c:::: (as enumerated above), and $4435,587.50 for shell of the second
5 "

CHARLES J. BONAPARTE,

" YVery respectfully, iy
ecre A

Hon. JAMES A. TAWNEY, M. C.,
Chairman Commitltee on Appropriations.
House of Representatives.

Now, the Secretary of the Navy in this letter admits not only
the desirability of encouraging the development of the manufac-
ture of these projectiles and shells by different manufacturing
establishments, but he also admits the necessity for it, especially
in case of war, and yet under the policy of the Navy Department
it is within the discretion of one officer to make it impossible to
carry out that policy by favoring one manufacturing establish-
ment to the exclusion of others.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr., BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr, Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman may have one minute more in
which to answer a question.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that the gentleman from Minnesota may
proceed for one minute. Is there any objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Has the gentleman the
names of any firms beyond those already stated with sufficient
capacity and ability to build these armor-piercing shells?

Mr. TAWNEY. I have not. .

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. If the gentleman will permit
the statement, there are five firms competing for these shells;
only five firms pretending to compete for them or to make them.

Mr. TAWNEY. Well, that is enough.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Why shouldn’t they have open competi-
tion? I know nothing about it.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania, I think they should have.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last word. I have no
quarrel with the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota, and in defense of the Department I think it is but
fair to say that there has been open and wide competition, the let-
ter of the Secretary of the Navy to the contrary notwithstanding.
The Department furnishes us this morning this information. The
Firth Sterling Steel Company, of Pittsburg, is a competitor; the
Bethlehem Steel Company, of South Bethlehem, Pa., is a com-
petitor, and the Crucible Steel Company, of Pittsburg, is a third
competitor. The Department says that armor-piercing projeec-
tiles hayve been ordered from the Carpenter Steel Company, of
Reading, Pa., and from the Midvale Steel Company, of Phila-
delphia, the contracts being three years old. Further, the De-
partment says that these firms have not as yet been able to de-
liver a satisfactory shell, and most of the orders have been can-
celed, although the Midvale Company is still trying to furnish
1,000 5-inch, but so far without success. That is all I have to
gay, and I say it in fairness to the Department. J

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, T would like to say a word upon
this matter. There are two classes of shells, I might say, to
be considered in connection with this subject. In the first place,
all the 5-inch shells and below that have been open to free
competition, and all concerns have had a perfect right to bid,
but with these heavier armor-piercing shells it has been im-
poggible to get any concerns fo bid on them, so that the Depart-
ment has gone to different companies and encouraged them to
take a contract to make these armor-piercing shells—12-inch
shells, for instance, which we use in our 12-inch guns.

Mr. TAWNEY. Well, how does the gentleman justify that
statement in the light of the information furnished by the Sec-
retary of the Navy that they have expended almost half a mil-
lion dollars for these large armor-piercing shells?

Mr. FOSS., Well, that was this last year; the year before
the gentleman will find that we purchased a larger quantity of
small shells.

Mr. TAWNEY. I understand, and it Is in view of this prac-
tice that has grown up in this last year, in view of the fact
these concerns are equipped and are to-day manufacturing
these armor-plercing shells, I think as a matter of protection
we ought to require the same policy in respect to those which
we require in respect to the others.

Mr. FOSS. I agree with the gentleman, if we can go on the
market and buy them, but we can not do that.

Mr. TAWNEY. But will not the gentleman concede that,
when the Navy Department submits its proposal for the pur-
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chase of these shells, that it also submits the specifications and
all the terms and conditions and tests that the manufacturer
must conform to in order to comply with the contract, and does
not the Department, in addition to that, require a bond for the
faithful performance of that contract, with ample penalties to
protect the Government? There is absolutely no reason that I
can see for allowing this large expenditure to be made under
private contract, and I submit in all candor to the chairman of
the committee that it is not good administration to place in the

discretion of one officer the expenditure of a million dollars,

under private contract to be made by him, for the purchase of
material amounting to that sum.

Mr. FOSS. I agree with the gentleman, if there are a num-
ber of concerns which can do this work and manufacture these
projectiles, but they are so difficult to make, and the specifica-
tions of the Navy Department are going up all the time, because
as we get information from abroad as to the standard there in
reference to armor-piercing projectiles, then our standards and
our specifications go up, and it has been the most difficnlt mat-
ter in the world to get any company to manufacture these pro-
jectiles. Why, here, for instance, in March, 1903, requisition
was placed with the Crucible Steel Company of America for
600 10-inch shells, 600 12-inch armor-piercing shells, and this
requisition has not been completed, and the Bureau has been
forced to cancel its order for 200 of the 10-inch shells. So it
is with the Midvale Steel Company. This company had an
order for a thousand, but this company has not been able to
begin work on this order, inasmuch as they have been unable to
develop a satisfactory experimental shell. Iere an order was
given to the Carpenter Steel Company. 8o there has been no
disposition on the part of the Navy Department to shut out
anybody from competition in this matter, but the disposition of
the Navy Department has been to try and find somebody who
would manufacture these shells. That is the point.

Mr. TAWNEY. Now, will the gentleman permit an interrup-
tion right there?

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. TAWNEY. The gentleman says there has been no dispo-
sition to shut out any manufacturers. The Secretary of the
Navy himself, in this letter, says that they have selected an
establishment to manufacture these particular shells which, in
their judgment, was the best equipped for the manufacture.
‘Why, there is no competition there. Is it not shutting out every
other manufacturer, if the Department goes out and selects
only one and enters into a private contract with that one, with-
out any knowledge on the part of the other contractors that the
Government desires or proposes to purchase these projectiles?
Is not that shutting out every other manufacturer; and if in
doing that it is so necessary—and I think it is—that they should
have a shell of the very best and highest guality, then why not
encourage improvement in the quality of our shells by giving
to all the manufacturers an opportunity to bid for these con-
tracts?

Mr. MORRELL. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Foss] has expired.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. MORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the time of the gentleman from Illinois be extended for
five minutes.

The CIIAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MogrgeLL] asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from
Illinois may continue his remarks for five minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like, in view of that
permission, to ask the chairman of the committee as to whether
he is aware of the fact that a half million dollars of contracts
for shells were awarded during the last year, and that in mak-
ing those awards one, at least, of the companies mentioned as
capable of manufacturing these shells was not given an oppor-
tunity to bid, and did not know that any contracts were being
given out for the making or manufacturing of these shells?

Mr. FOSS. No; I am not aware of it.

Mr. MORRELL. That is a fact.

Mr. FOSS. But the policy of the Department is to give these
shells to different companies who would make them. There are
comparatively few companies who have any plant in which to
make them. It is not a very large business in itself. It is only
a side show, I may say, to a large industrial plant, and the De-
partment in this way has encouraged a number to undertake
the manufacture of these shellg, so that in time of war we ean
call upon a large number to manufacture them. I desire to
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present the views of the Bureau, as expressed in the following
letters:
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
BUREAU OF ORDNANCE,
WASHINGTON, D, C., May 9, 1906.

My Drar Mr. Foss: Replying to your telephone message of this
morning concerning the amendment to the appropriation bill providing
for the advertisement of shell contracts, ete.

I have to Inclose herewith oogv of the Bureau's second indorsement
No. 19470/1 (F) of April 17, 1906, on letter from the Hon. JAMES A.
Tawxey, M. C., to the %ecrel:nry of the Navy. This Indorsement briefly
states the Bureau's position In the matter and also the approximate
amount expended for shell under all appropriations last year.

It is our practice to advertise for target shell and common shell, and
also for the smaller caliber armor-plerc shell up to 5-inch, but we
have never advertised for armor-plercing shell of the larger calibers.

If armor-piercing projectile contracts are a to the lowest bid-
der, after advertisement and under our very strict specifications
with our extreme penalty clauses, most of the manufacturers would
soon be put out of the projectile business, or else the Bureau would be
forced to supply vessels of the Navy with shell known to be not of the
best and known to be inferior to similar shell used in foreign navies.
This is contrary to the policy of the Department, as we want these
firms ready to furnish projectiles in an emergency, and consequently
are helping them develog their plants,

We naturally want the best projectiles it is possible to obtain and
want them without great delay ; therefore the larger contracts are made
with firms known to be able to promﬁtly carry out the contracts in ac-
cordance with the specifications, while emaller orders are placed with
other firms having the necessary plants and who desire to develop them.

For your information I also inclose herewith a list of uncompleted
orders for large caliber armor-piercing shell, showing the difficult
that even the largest concerns experience in producing projectiles whi
will satisfactorily pass our strict specifications.

With no reserve of armor-piercing projectiles available at present, the
unsatisfactory fulfillment of projectile contracts might force the Bureau
to commission ships with empty shell rooms.

As far as known to this Bureau no comalilainta have ever been made
emt:icﬁming the placing of armor-plercing shell contracts without com-

on.

pe'rhe Bureau belleves there is at present only one company prepared
to furnish %mmptly large caliber armor-ﬁlerctng ghell which will fully
comply with its strict specifications. oth for military as well as
economical reasons, however, every attempt is being made to Induce
other firms to successfully manufacture rojectiles. It is be-
lieved to be understood by all these companies at as soon as they
are in a position to satisfactorily manufacture these shell they will re-
ceive an eguitable portion of the Bureau’s orders.

Finally, the Bureau considers it very undesirable at present to com-
g}el competition by advertisement for armor-piercing projectiles of the

avy. rla
Regretting that this has been written hastily in order to get it to
you before noon, and hoping that the informatlon will be of use, I

remain,
Yours, sincerely, N. B. Masox,
Chief of Bureau of Ordnance.
Hon. GrorGe E. Foss, M. C

Chairman Committee on Naval Affairs,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, O.

[Copy of Bureau of Ordnance, second indorsement No. 19470/1 (F), of
April 17, 1906, on letter from Hon. JAMES A. TAWNEY, M. C., House
of Hepresentatives, to the Secre of the Navy, requesting to be
informed as to what the practice of the Navy Department has Deen,
and is, in respect to the letting of shell or projectile contracts;
whether or not the Department advertises for bids; and if so,
whether there is competitive bidding for this work; also what these
contracts amonnted to in the aggregate during the last fiscal year.]

1. Respectfully returned to the Navy Department,

2. A distinction must be made in stating the Bureaun’s ]I'rolicy between
those projectiles for which the requirements are so simple as to bring
them within the range of general competition and those (chiefly armor-
plercing shells of large cu!ibers%)eror which the requirements are so
exacting that only a small number of firms in the country are in a
position to undertake their manufacture with any hope of success.

8. With regard to the first class, the Bureau's practice is to invite
bids from all manufacturers who are belleved to be equipped for under-
taking contracts and completing them Batlafactorilfr.

4, %Vlth regard to the second class of projectiles, which, as above
noted, are pr ncipallge:rmor-plerc!ng ghells of large caliber, the policy
of the Burean has n directed toward securing the very best that
could be had, keeping in view that desirability of distributing orders
in such a manner that the Department should, in the event of war,
have as large a number of plants avallable as possible. In pursuance
of this policy contracts for shells of this class have, in many ca
been placed without competition, as authorized by section No. 3721%
the Revised Statntes.

5. The nggrosgate amount of shell contracts for the past fiscal year
was $495,016.50, of which $50,329 was spent for shell of the first class
(as enumerated above) and $445,587.50 for shell of the second class.

N. B. Masox,
Ohief of Burcau of Ordnance.

UNCOMPLETED REQUISITIONS FOR LARGE-CALIRER SHELIL.

In March, 1903, reguisition was placed with the Crucible Steel Com-
pany of America for 600 10-inch and 600 12-inch A. P. shell. This
requisition has not been completed, and the Bureau has been forced to
cancel its order for 200 of the 10-inch shell. Four hundred of the
12-inch shell will in all probability have to be accepted at a reduced
price as target shell Inasmuch as the Bureau is unwilling to place them

on board ship as battle shell.

In March, 1903, requisition was placed with the Midvale Steel Com-
pany for 1,000 5-Inch A, P. shell. his company has not as yet begun
work on this order, Inasmuch as they have been unable to develop a sat-
isfactory experimental shell. The Bureau has been subjected to great
expense in testing the various experimental shell submitted by them.

n March, 10%%» G600 10-inch forged steel, 600 12-inch forged steel
ghell, 1,000 S-inch A. P. shell, and 2,000 T-inch A. P. shell were or-
dered from the Carpenter St Company. Orders for all these A. P.
ghell were canceled in October, 1905, inasmuch as the company had

May 10,

up to that time been unable to manufacture shell which would pass
the test. Three hundred and fifty-seven of the 12-inch forged steel
shell have been canceled for similar reasons

Mr. MORRELL. I would like to ask the distingnished chair-
man of the committee——

Mr. FOSS. If it gets down to be a matter of competition the
tendency of the whole thing will be rather to reduce the price
and to cheapen the shell, whereas, on the contrary, the Depart-
ment has sought to improve it experimentally and raise the
standard and not reduce Navy standards down to commercial
standards.

Mr. MORRELL. Oh, I do not think that will be the result
at all, for the reason that the board of ordnance, which passes
upon these shells, if they are not up to the standard required
g:l the contract, has the right to reject each and every one of

em.

Mr. TAWNEY. And they do.

Mr. MORRELL. And they do. Now, the fact of giving open
bids does not for a moment presuppose the fact that the ar-
ticles furnished by these different manufacturers are going to
be below the standard required by the specifications furnished
by the Navy Department. I would like also to ask the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee what the result was in
the year 1900 in opening bids for armor plate to competition in
the reduction of price per ton, if he remembers?

Mr. ?FOSB. Does the gentleman mean the price per ton for
armor

Mr. MORRELL. Yes. And whether the article furnished
to-day, in view of the reduction of price per ton, which has
resulted from the bids being open to competition, is any worse
in guality and grade than it was previous to the reduction or
previous to the time the bids were opened to competition.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. That is to say, do you have a poorer
giual;ty now than when the bids were not opened for competi-

on

Mr, FOSS. T do not think they do.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Is the price less?

Mr. MORRELL. Yes; the result of opening the bids to com-
petition has been a reduction of $150 per ton, in round fig-
ures, on all sizes, and if the result, as far as armor is con-
cerned, of opening bids to competition has been satisfactory,
why should we now presuppose the article furnished, so far as
ordnance is concerned, is going to be of an inferior grade be-
cause it may be opened to competition? Competition, as a rule,
lowers the price, and at the same time improves the grade of
the article manufactured.

Mr. FOSS. These shells, of course, are in a more experi-
mental stage, probably, than armor plate, but I want to ask the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Tawxey] if he will insert in
his amendment words to the effect that they shall be of the
standards of the Navy?

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. There will be no objection to that.

Mr. TAWNEY. I have no objection to that at all. And it is
my purpose in offering this amendment, of course—

Mr. FOSS. I want that perfectly clear.

Mr. TAWNEY. I want to suggest to the gentleman that
under this amendment the question of standards is left abso-
lutely and exclusively in the discretion of the Navy Department.

Mr. MORRELL. Of course. Under the terms of the specifi-
cations.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I understand that if you insert that, it
will be satisfactory.

Mr. TAWNEY. If that is satisfactory to the chairman of the
committee, I will very gladly insert the;language, “ the standard
for such shells and projectiles to be prescribed by the Secretfry
of the Navy.”

Mr, FOSS. I have no objection to that.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It covers the whole question.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. The committee on yesterday, after very full de-
bate, decided to provide for the very widest competition pos-
sible in the supply of anchors, cables, and rope, both wire and
hemp. There seems to be no reason, if it is the policy of the
committee in that respect, why we should not apply the same
principle of wide competition to the subject of these projectiles.
In this connection I desire to call attention to the letter which
was presented here a few moments ago by the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Grosvexor], bearing upon the guestion under dis-
cussion yesterday. I had a curiosity to see to whom that letter
was addressed, and I find it was addressed to the Hon. GEORGE
Loup, a Member of Congress from the State of Michigan. Mr.
Loup, you will remember, was the gentleman who told us yes-
terday that he had spent a year or more of his time investi-
gating the matter of cables, and it seems he has been able to
ascertaln as a result of that year's Investigation that one
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Government-made cable on one battle ship proved defective
and gave way under certain conditions.

I want to call particular attention to this, gentlemen. It
is well known to any seafaring man that in weighing an anchor,
if it fouls, a strain is liable to be brought on the cable which
will absolutely destroy any cable that can be made. And the
same thing will occur in dropping an anchor, a kink or twist
may occur in the cable, and a strain will be brought upon that
particular link which no eable can be made to sustain. Now, I
challenge the gentleman from Ohio, and I challenge the gentle-
man from Michigan, to cite an instance where a United Stales
vessel riding at anchor on a Government-made cable was ever
destroyed or damaged by the parting of its cable under stress
of storm or sea, or even parted a cable while at anchor. But,
on the other hand, if the gentleman will give me a very little
time, I can fill the CoNGrEssioNAL Recorp with instances of
commercial ships, both sailing and steam, that have been cast
away and lost, absolutely destroyed, by the parting of the com-
mercial cables holding them to the anchors upon which they
were riding. So that the letter brought forward by the gentle-
man from Ohio has no bearing whatever upon the contention
before the Committee yesterday.

In that connection, Mr. Chairman, I send to the desk and ask
to have read, and to have inserted in connection with my re-
marks of yesterday, two telegrams received by me bearing on
this point of closing up the chain and anchor shops and rope
walks of the Boston Navy-Yard.

The Clerk read as follows:

BosTox, Mass., May 10, 1906.
Hon. ErxesT W. ROBERTS,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:

Boston Associated Board of Trade, through its executive committee,
earnestly protests against ;{mposed closing of cordage, chain, and
anchor departments at Charlestown Navy-Yard. What can we do_to
assist you

Joax N. Boyp, Secretary.

BosToN, Mass., May 10, 1906.
Hon. Er¥XEsT W. ROBER

T8
House of Reprcseutatfcca, TWashington, D. C.:

Heartily support your position in defense of Boston Navy-Yard.
Urgently protest against amendment sacrificing manufacture of anchors,
chains, and rope at navy-yard at Boston for benefit of Lebanon Chain
Works and American Iron and Steel Company of Lebanon. I believe
you will find on investigation that Government tests on chains and
anchors for Na made in navy-yards are more rigid and thorough
than contractors’ tests made outside. Will Congress risk safety for
crews and cruisers to give more business to contractors?

CuorTis GUiLp, Jr.

Mr. ROBERTS. T will gay, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, the
last telegram is from the governor of the State of Massachusetts.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I have now modified my
amendment to meet the suggestion of the gentleman in charge
of the bill, and I ask that it be read.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the substitute will be
reported.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert after the word * dollars,” page 11, line 6:

“Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be expended for
the purchase of shells or groilectlles except for shells or projectiles pur-
chased in accordance with the terms and conditions of proposals sub-
mitted by the Secretary of the Navy to all of the manufacturers of

shells and projectiles and upon bids received in accordance with the
terms and requirements of such proposals. All shells and projectiles

« ghall conform to the standards prescribed by the Becretary of the

Navy."

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, the amendment proposed
by the distinguished gentleman is in the line with the prineciple
involved in the discussion oft yesterday in relation to the pur-
chase of chains, anchors, and cordage, and I want to add a very
brief note to what I contributed yesterday to the general topie
of these purchases by bids rather than their exclusive manufac-
ture by the Department itself.

It will be remembered that on yesterday a dispute arose be-
tween a number of gentlemen, myself among the rest, as to
whether the Navy Department was the best maker of certain
of the necessary factors that go to make up a ship and its
equipment. I have a matter of evidence, which is better than
my statement. I had to confess yesterday that the topic got
beyond my personal comprehension, and I made an intimation
that it was possibly beyond the apprehension and understand-
ing of some gentlemen on the other side. I did that with all
kindness and respect, and I want to show now that in the mat-
ter of the manufacture of the particular subjects covered by the
amendment offered by the gentleman here, that possibly the
same principle applies that applies to the making of chains,
anchors, and so forth. I propose to have read at the Clerk’s
desk a very brief statement taken from the log of the U. H. 8.
Maine. 1 desire to say, by way of introduction to this, that it

is the present battle ship Maine, and not the one that disap-

peared so fragically in the harbor at Habana. This is a modern
ship, of the modern type—of the very best type of our war ships.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. One of the last launched.

Mr. GROSVENOR. One of the last in commission, and this
is an official statement from her log, and it speaks so much -
more powerfully than anything I can say that I desire to have
the letter read by the Clerk.

Mr. OLMSTED. Before it is read, may I ask, if that vessel
is equipped with chains, does the gentleman know where they
were made?

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do not know, and I will not venture to
make any assertion, but will present the official statement that
will answer the question of the gentleman from Pennsylyania.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

U. 8. 8. MAIxE,
North River, New York, N. Y., May 9, 1906,

Smm: 1. In reference to your letter of May 3, 1906, to the Chief of Bu-
reau of Navigation, asking for an excerpt from the log of this ship
covering the subject of losing anchors, 1 have the honor to state that
the records of the ship show that the following-mentioned cases of
gxaig or triplet links parting had occurred prior to my taking com-

and :

(a) In letting go the anchor on March 23, 1904, on the target range
atcl’ense?leola, Fla., one link of the * triplet " broke and the anchor was
recovered.

(b) While heaving In the starboard bower chaln on July 8, 1004, at
anchor off Corfu, Greece, it parted, and the anchor and 25 fathoms of
chaln were afterwards recovered. This was due to a defective link at
about 26 fathoms.

(e¢) While heaving in at Marthas Vineyard on September 9, 1904,
the chain came In without the anchor. The examination showed that
the middle link of the bending shackle triplet had broken across the
weld, This anchor was lost and no trace of its buoy could be found.

(d) While heaving in off Cape Henry, Virginia, on June 1, 18035, it
was found that the second link of the port triplet had parted. The an-
chor was recovered.

2, Since T have taken command of the Maine the following-mentioned
cases have occurred :

(e) In letting go the port anchor on the target range off Barnstable,
Mass., on September 22, 1005, the chaln parted at the outboard link of
the triplet. The anchor was recovered.

(f) In letting go the {mrt anchor in North River on Mag' 4, 1006, the
middle link of the triplet parted almost immediately after letting go
and bergtzll'e the anchor had touched the bottom. The anchor has
recovered.

3. The anchor chain of this ship was manufactured at the Boston
Navy-Yard.

Yery respectfully, N. A. NILES,
Captain, U. 8. Navy, Commanding.
Hon. GEORGE A. LoUp

0 M. i
Tenth District, Michigan,
Committee on Naval Affairs, Washington, D. C.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Mr. Chairman, that relates to the his-
tory of the casualties to the Boston chain, manufactured at the
navy-yard, pertaining to a single ship. There are seven of
them. I suppose that possibly you might multiply that by
about the number of ships in commission. Then we could as-
certain how many times these chains have broken by reason of
faulty construction. So I feel that I may reiterate what I
said yesterday, that the best chain made in the world is the
chain made for the owners of the merchant marine of our
country. I want to say that this letter which has been read is
a letter written to Mr. Loup, of the Naval Committee, and will
appear in his speech of yesterday.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the sub-
stitute to the original amendment offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota.

The gquestion was taken; and the substitute was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. TAWNEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, that same amendment
is to be considered in connection with the purchase of reserve
shell and projectiles, for the same thing,

In line 20, after the word * dollars,” page 11, insert the
amendment which has just been adopted.

The Clerk read as follows:

Line 20, after the word “ dollars,” page 11, insert:

“Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be expended for
the purchase of shells or gmjectiles. except for shells or projectiles pur-
chased In accordance with the terms and conditions of proposals sub-
mitted by the Secretary of the Navy to all of the manufacturers of
shells and projectiles and upon bids received In accordance with the

terms and requirements of such proposals. All shells and projectiles
sl\!mll ‘Funtorm to the standards prescribed by the Secretary of the
(AVY.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota.

The question was taken; and the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FOSS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unani-
mous consent to offer an amendment which has been agreed to,
as I understand, to the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Loup] yesterday.

The CIHHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
WEeEKs] may offer an amendment to an amendment that was
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agreed to on yesterday, which the Clerk will report. Will the
gentleman from Massachusetts send up his amendment?

Mr. WEEKS. The Clerk has my amendment. It is to add
the words “after January 1, 1907,” in the first line of the
_amendment that was adopted yesterday, after the word “ dol-
lars,” in line G, on page 6.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert, after the word “ that,” the words “ after January 1, 1007.”

So as to read:

Provided, That after January 1, 1007, no part of said sum, ete.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I believe that we are on page
29, under the head of “ Navy-Yard, Washington, D. C.” If we
are not on that paragraph I should like to offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from YVirginia offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

, after the word * dollars,” in line 10, e 29,
t,héIl rf[:ﬁﬂ?w}]gg Enf%.ﬂlnsg u’::d iron fﬂ‘l:ndry, to cost $300,000, $14(}:3(s)0."

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania re-
gerves the point of order on the amendment.

Mr. RIXEY, I should like to have the point of order dis-
posed of.

The CITAIRMAN.
point of order?

Mr. RIXEY.
am willing to submif it.
brass and iron foundry.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD, What do you want another one for?

Mr. RIXEY. I was going to explain that.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. After a minute’s reflection,
I think that the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Virginia is in order. In order that he may not be em-
barrassed, and that we may discuss the facts, I will withdraw
the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is withdrawn. The
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, the so-called navy-yard at
Washington is really a naval gun factory. It is only used for
that purpose, and up to two years ago all the guns of the Navy
were finished there. For two years past that foundry has
been unable to do all the work, as it had been doing, and a por-
tion of the work for the Navy has been put out by contract.
Seventy-five to 80 per cent of all the machine work on the guns
is done by the Government. The forgings of the guns are pur-
chased from outside sources; but nearly all the guns, as I
stated a moment ago, are finished at the Naval Gun Factory.

It is demonstrated by the hearings before the committee that
the work on the guns done at the Government factory is much
better and more satisfactory than the work done by the private
contractors, and is preferred by the officers and men of the
Navy. I think it entirely natural that such should be the case.
With the Government it is a matter of pride to have the very
best guns, finished in the very best manner; whereas with the
private contractor it is, to some extent at least, a matter of
profit. I think I can demonstrate three propositions; first, that
a foundry is badly needed at that place; second, that as a mat-
ter of economy it is to the interest of the Government to build
a new one, and third, that it is absolutely necessary because
the large guns are furnished entirely by only two firms, who
have an agreement in regard to prices.

This foundry at the Washington Navy-Yard was built in the
early seventies, not for a foundry, but was built for the Bureau
of Steam Engineering, and has been used for thirty years as a
foundry. It is totally inadequate, it is too small, and does not
meet the needs of the Government. Some years ago Secretary
Morton, a man of the highest business capacity and sagacity,
called in an expert from the city of Chieago to make an exami-
nation of the naval gun factory here at Washington to see what
was necessary to make it an up-to-date factory. I will read a
part of the report made by this inspector, which refers to the
gun factory :

This foundry is altogether Inad
shop in the yard and is not at all in eepinf with the rest of the naval

n factories, It could not even be considered a good job foundry.

n this small foundry they are trying to make brass castings, bronze
castings, iron castings, ang steel mt?ngs, and it wounld be just about
the proper slze for the brass work alone, to say nothing of the space
oecupied by other work.

One of the particular features about it is that there is no foundry

yard with it. All flasks have to be piled ugmln the foundry or else
carted to a yard or vacant space a long way m it, and it is so clut-

Does the gentleman desire to discuss the

1 do not care to discuss the point of order. I
There is now at the navy-yard a

nate, It iz the poorest lookin

tered and full that it is almost imposible to get through it.
are fairly crowding each other in their work.

The master mechanic is not responsible for the condition of the
foundry. It is due entirely to the fact that the foundry is too small
and to the fact that they have no yard room to put anything in; so we
can not blame him for the unbusinesslike appearance of his depart-
ment. This foundry is very important, and should be enlarged to at
least five times its present size,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia
has expired.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent for
ten minutes more.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani-
mous consent that his time be extended ten minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objeetion.

Mr. RIXEY. 8o, Mr. Chairman, the report of this expert
collected by the Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Morton, condemns
this factory and recommends that we ought to have a foundry
there at least five times the size of the one that it there now,
which was erected for another purpose. If it is to be the policy
of this Government to finish its guns at this foundry, we ought
to have a good egquipment, so that the work can be done eco-
nomically and in the best manner.

I will state here that this is not a new proposition suggested
by any member of the committee. The recommendation for the
foundry at the Naval Gun Factory came last year from the
Secretary of the Navy and it was voted out by the committee.
Again the Navy Department recommends this year an allowance
for a new foundry. It is stated, Mr. Chairman, by the superin-
tendent at the gun fatcory, Captain Leutze, that if he had a
proper foundry at this gun factory that he could save to the
Government $50,000 a year. He says under present condi-
tions in order to do the work they frequently have io run
three shifts a day, which is a continual running for the twenty-
four hours. He has always to run two shifts, with the result
that the people who work at night do not do as efficient work as
those who work in the daytime. There is no yard attached to
the foundry, and material has to be carted off some distance
and then brought back again, All those things add greatly to
the expense. He says that if you will give him sufficient space
and a proper foundry he can save 20 per cent of the money ex-
pended for labor—a saving which would amount to from $30,000
to $36,000 a year.

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, he says that, owing to
the want of space in the foundry, he is unable to use steel in
the place of bronze, and, having to use bronze, costs the Gov-
ernment $28,000 a year more than it would cost if he could
use steel in place of it.

So that if a new foundry is given him, to cost $300,000, he
would save the Government on these two items, in labor and
in the fact that he could use steel in the place of bronze, not
less than $50,000 and perhaps as much as $60,000; if $60,000,
it would be 20 per cent on the investment on the whole cost of
the foundry.

This item comes to us with the recommendation of the De-
partment, and strong testimony as to the necessity from the
Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance and from the superintendent
of the gun factory. Not one particle of testimony has been
produced before the committee to show that the gun factory
was not a necessity. So far as I am advised, Mr. Chairman,
every member of the committee is willing to admit——

Mr. BENNET of New York. May I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. RIXEY. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BENNET of New York. Do I understand the gentle-
man to say that the matter covered by the amendment has the
recommendation of the Secretary of the Navy?

Mr. RIXEY. I do. Moreover, it was recommended by the
Secretary of the Navy last year also. It came in the esti-
mates by the Department, and is thus recommended by the Sec-
retary of the Navy.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Is there any recommendation inde-
pendent of the estimates, any specific recommendation?

Mr. RIXEY. No specific recommendation except his state-
ment that he thought it was proper.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. He recommended it simply by forward-
ing the estimate?

Mr. RIXEY. No; the estimates that went up from the dif-
ferent navy-yards all over the country amounted to $42,000,000.
They were cut down by Admiral Endicott, to whom they were
sent, to $15,000,000. Then they were revised by the Secretary
of the Navy, and he cut them down to $9,000,000. That is the
record in regard to the Navy Department.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. But the Department did not cut this
estimate out?

Mr. RIXEY. No; it retained it and turned it over to the
Naval Committee.

The men
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Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Did he make any independent, specifie
recommendation?

Mr. RIXEY. No; he did not. I do not think it is referred to
in the Secretary’s report.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvanin., Is there any expression
from the Secretary of the Navy in favor of this more than may
be drawn from the mere fact that the estimates were sent to the
Naval Affairs Committee?

Mr. RIXEY., I,think there is. He referred to it in his
hearing before the committee. He said he thought it was a
proper expenditure; that there might be other items just as
important and probably fully as important, but this was a
proper expenditure. I refer the gentleman from Pennsylvania
to the printed testimony at page 1102, We gave elaborate hear-
ings on this question as to the necessity for the gun factory.
There was no testimony but what went to show the necessity
for the building. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that where the testi-
mony Is uncontradicted that the expenditure of $300,000 would
result in an annual saving to the Government of $50,000, it is a
good investment, and that it ought to be ordered and that with-
out delay.

Now, then, another question. There is another reason why
this yard should be maintained and kept in a high state of
efficiency. There are only two firms which make the 12-inch
guns, and those two firms are the Bethlehem Steel Company
and the Midvale Steel Company, and the testimony before the
committee was that these two firms always bid identieally the
same amount.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Mpr. Chairman, if the gentleman
will permit, I will give the only bid that they have made. On
four 12-inch guns, weight, finished, 118,552 pounds, the Bethle-
hem Steel Company bid $51,644.80 and the Midvale Steel Com-
pany bid $83,757, a difference of $32,000. The gentleman says
that their bid was identically the same.

Mr. ROBERTS. That is on armor. They bid the same on
armor. That is what the gentleman from Virginia meant.

Mr. RIXEY. No; I did not mean that. I meant what I
stated.

Mr. ROBERTS. They bid the same on armor plate.

Mr. RIXEY. I am not talking of armor plate, and adhere to
my statement that the Bethlehem and Midvale companies bid
the same for the 12-inch guns. I am referring to the testimony
before the committee, and I stand by my statement.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. The price of one was 4.36 cents
per pound and of the other a little over 7 cents.

Mr. RIXEY. For what gun was that?

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. The 12-inch gun.

Mr. RIXEY. When was it?

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. I have not the date. They are
the only ones that they ever contracted for.

Mr. RIXEY. Obh, that may be ten years ago.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Oh, no; they are not delivered
yet.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I stand by my statement.

AMr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Will the gentleman permit me
to finish my statement?

Mr. RIXEY. Yes.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. I would like to read all of these
bids. On 6G-inch guns, the weight of which was 19,156 pounds,
the Bethlehem price was $12,850 and the Midvale price $12,283;
on T-inch guns, weighing 28,300 pounds, the Bethlehem price was
$19,900 and the Midvale price $14,315; on the 8-inch guns,
weighing 41,780 pounds, the Bethlehem bid was $21,690 and the
Midvale bid $17,142; and on the 10-inch guns, weighing 79,200
pounds, the Bethlehem bid was $43,800 and the Midvale bid

5,230.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman’s time may be extended for
five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia may be extended for five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, my statement was that the testi-
mony before the committee showed that only two of the factories
furnished the large guns and that their bids always were identi-
cally the same. I read from the printed hearings on page 249:

Mr. Rixmy, Isn't this a fact, that the bids from the different steel
plants are always the same for practically the same thing?

Admiral MAsox. The bids for forgings from two of the larger com-
ganies are now always identical in price and nearly always in time of

elivery, while the bid of a third large com any for forgings up to
those intended for T-inch guns is geners]‘liiial ghtly lower (1 cent per

ground). but with much longer times of ivery. In armor bids two
ms generally submit identical bids, while a third goes lower. There

is evidently keen competition, however, in finished guns, mounts, and
other ordnance material, as evidenced by the bids received.

Mr. Rixey. Which are those three larger companies?

Admiral Masox. The Bethlehem and the Midvale Steel companles are
the first two I have just mentioned, while the Crucible Steel Company

is the third

Mr. THOMAS of Ohio. What has this all got to do with
the foundry that we are discussing—the iron foundry? That
has nothing to do with the forging of steel.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I have discussed the necessity
for the foundry and am now discussing a matter that vitally
concerns the gun factory and the Government. If this factory
here in Washington does not finish up these guns, then the
Government is bound to have the guns finished by the private
contractors, and the only people engaged in that business so
far as the 12-inch guns are concerned are the Bethlehem and
the Midvale people, who bid the same price and are trying to
drive the Government from doing its own work.

Mr. THOMAS of Ohio. Does the gentleman think that these
guns are to be finished in this proposed foundry?

Mr. RIXEY. In part, certainly. But I have discussed the
foundry and am now referring to the combination which con-
trols and furnishes the heavier steel forgings.

Mr. FITZGERALD rose. -

Mr. RIXEY. I yield to the gentleman from New York. If
the gentleman reads the hearing he will see that.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Confirming the statement of the gen-
tleman from Virginia that the bids were identical, T wish to call
his attention to page 536 of the report of the Secretary of the
Navy: “Abstract of offers for furnishing supplies or services,
and which were contracted for by the Bureau of Ordnance dur-
ing the fiseal year ending June 30, 1905, and contracts awarded
thereon. Twelve-inch, 10-inch, and 8-inch gun forgings (adver-
tisements of June 27, 1904), Bethlehem Steel Company, per
pound; 30 cents; Midvale Steel Company, per pound, 30
cents ”

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Let me ask the gentleman a
question.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Let me read this first.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. No one denies that. That price
was fixed by the Government, however. .

Mr. FITZGERALD. Let me read this, and then the gentle-
man can make his statement. * Contract was made with the
Bethlehem Steel Company August 13, 1904. Contract was made
with the Midvale Steel Company August 1, 1904. One hundred
sets 3-inch gun forgings (advertisement of October 22, 1904),
Bethlehem Steel Company, plain steel, per pound, 32 cents;
nickel steel, per pound, 40 cents; Midvale Steel Company, same
price.” This shows conclusively the gentleman’s statement is
accurate that the bids were identical.

Mr. RIXEY. My statement——

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. The Government made these
prices by a law passed by Congress limiting them to a certain
price on armor plate and gun forging to 30 cents per pound.

Mr. FITZGERALD. The Government advertised for bids,
and bids were submitted, and the bids were identical by the
companies, as stated by the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Let me ask the gentleman from
New York if some Congress some time back did not pass a law
limiting the price the Government should pay for armor plate
and gun forgings?

Mr. FITZGERALD. That was for armor plate,

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. The price to be paid was not to
exceed 30 cents on gun forgings, and on the armor plate I do not
know what the price was.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Not at all, because here are bids of 32
cents a pound which were accepted by the Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia
has expired.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I have been interrupted so often
that I would ask to have my time extended.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman be given five more minutes.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I think we onght to agree upon
some time on this proposition, otherwise it will run along all
the afternocon. I would like to ask how much time the gentle-
man from Virginia has had.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia has oececu-
pied fifteen minutes.

Mr. VREELAND. I want at least ten minutes on this,

Mr. FOSS. T ask unanimous consent that the time upon this
paragraph and amendments be forty-five minutes, one-half hour
in opposition and fifteen minutes more to those in favor of the
proposition offered by the gentleman from Virginia. That will
give half an hour on each side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
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mous congent that debate upon the paragraph and all amend-
ments thereto be closed at the expiration of forty-five minutes,
and that thirty minutes of that time be accorded to those who
are opposed to the pending amendment and fifteen minutes in
addition to what has already been occupied be given to those
in favor of the amendment. Is there objection?

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I will be compelled to object to
that at this time, and I will ask my friend to withhold his re-
quest for five minutes and we will confer and see if we can not

agree.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. You can not go on without unanimous
consent, anyhow.

Mr. RIXEY. I submit I hsave the floor at present and I
would like for this request to be made after I get through.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia
has expired.

Mr. RIXEY. DBut request was made that I have five minutes
additional time, and I will try to get through by that time. I
understood the gentleman from Connecticut to submit that
request.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticnt asks
unanimous consent that the gentleman from Virginia may con-
tinue his remarks for five minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. FOSS, Then, I want to give notice, Mr. Chairman, at the
end of five minutes I shall ask unanimous consent for this; and
in case unanimous consent is not given, I shall move to close
the debate on this paragraph and pending amendment.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and the gentleman from Virginia is recog-
nized for five minutes.

Mr. RIXEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, as further evidence that
it is necessary to have this factory to protect the Government,
the further fact appeared in the hearing that the two companies
that furnished, and the only two companies that furnished, the
larger forgings furnished these forgings at a greater price than
was their price for the finished gun. Captain Leutze says—

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. It is not a correct statement.

Mr. RIXEY. I am going to read you what he said. Captain
Leutze says:
The ro 106,000 pounds and

h forgings for 12-inch t{;‘un weigh nearl
cost a little over $52,5600. The ished gun in the gun factory costs
$61,770.61, including the yokes and cost of forgings. The contractor's
bid for the finished gun is $51,644.80.

This is something over $900 less for the finished gun than for
the forging. I am very sure that Admiral Mason made the same
statement.

Mr. VREELAND.

Mr. RIXEY.

Will the gentleman yield for a question?
I would like to yield, but I have only five

minutes.
Mr. VREELAND. I will make it very brief.
Mr. RIXEY. 1 will yield for a question.

Mr. VREELAND. I will ask the gentleman if he will not,
before he concludes, give us the bearing the argument has on
the amendment he has offered? He knows very well that the
finishing of these 12-inch guns by these two companies has
nothing whatever to do with the foundry,

Mr. RIXEY. I want the gentleman to tell me in his own time
why it has nothing to do with it. I say it does have something
to do with it. I have stated it over and over again, and I will
repeat that these guns are now finished at the gun factory, and
that in order that the Government may do that work it is nec-
essary to have a new foundry there., If it does not get this
new foundry, then these big guns will have to be furnished by
outside parties, and there are only two, the Bethlehem or the
Midvale Company, which bid identically the gsame amount,

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Let me ask the gentleman a
question. Do they finish any big guns now at the foundry?

Mr. RIXEY. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania.
do they finish at the foundry?

Mr. RIXEY. I can not tell you the proportion, but up to
about two years ago they finished all the guns, big and little,
* at the factory. Now they are unable to do so, and some of
them have to be finished by the parties who furnish the forg-
ings—the Bethlehem and Midvale companies—and they are try-
ing to force the Government out of the business by offering to
furnish the finished gun for less than they furnish the forgings.

Mr., LILLEY of Connecticut. But they do not.

AMr. RIXEY. They do.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. I have got the figures here.

Mr. RIXEY. I do not care what you have. I have not your
fizures, but I have the testimony of the superintendent of the
navy-yard, which I have already given you.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Figures are better than testi-
mony.

What proportion of the guns

Mr. RIXEY. 1 have already referred to the testimony which
will . be inserted. I repeat again that it shows that the Bethle-
hem and Midvale companies, the only companies which furnish
the big forgings for the 12-inch guns, offered to furnish the fin-
ished product for less price than they would furnish the rough

forgings
Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. 'That is not correct.
Mr. RIXEY. I say it is correct.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. It is not the fact. They are
not the figures in the Department.

Mr. RIXEY. I am talking about the evidence before the
Naval Committee. I never heard of your figures until to-day.
I have no reason for disbelieving the statements of Admiral
Mason and Captain Leutze, both officers of the United States
Navy and bonorable men and placed at the head of their De-
partment by the Secretary himself.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER, Will the gentléman from Virginia
permit a question?

Mr. RIXEY. I will.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. The gentleman does not wish to be
understood that he does not care what the facts are in the

case?

Mr. RIXEY. I want the facts, and I think I have stated the
facts. I only know the developments before the committee.
The gentleman may have evidence which 1 have not seen. If
g0, I will be glad to have it. I state again that the testimony
before the Naval Committee, and there was nothing to contra-
dict it, was that the Bethlehem company and the Midvale com-
pany, the only two companies that furnish the 12-inch forgings,
offered to furnish the finished product for a less price than
they furnished the rough forgings, and that the two companies
always bid the same price for the 12-inch forgings.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FOSS. AMr. Chairman, how much time has the gentleman
used?

The CHATIRMAN. Twenty minutes.

Mr. FOSS. Then I ask unanimou3’ consent that debate be
closed in fifty minutes—fifteen minutd  more to be tal:en by that
side in favor of the proposition and \uirty-five mint tes on this
side. That gives equal division of time.

The CHAITRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that debate on the pending paragraph and all
amendments thereto be continued for fifty minutes, fifteen min-
utes of the time to be given to Members who are in favor of
the pending amendment and thirty-five minutes to those opposed
to the amendment. Is there objection?

Mr. RIXEY. 1 ask the gentleman, who has got thirty-five
minutes, to give us twenty-five minutes. If I had known my
time was to be limited, I would not have taken as much time
as I did, and there were a good many interruptions, and gen-
tlemen got their statements in my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there ob;eotion"

Mr. RIXEY. I will have to object. Give us twenty-five min-
utes,

Mr. DAWSON. I would like to ask what particular necessity
there is for clapping the lid on this debate. We ran along all
day yesterday on the question of chains and cordage, and this
is an important subject, it seems, that is before us, and why
should we not run along on this?

Mr. VREELAND. We have other matters that are to come
before Congress besides this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. RIXEY. I will have to object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia objects.

Mr. FOSS. I will make this request: That all debate he
closed in one hour, twenty minutes of the time to be taken by
that side and forty minutes by this side. That would make an
equal division of the time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on the pending paragraph and all
amendment thereto be closed in one hour, twenty minutes of
the time—one-third of the time—to be occupied by those in favor
of the pending amendment and forty minutes by those opposed
to the amendment. Is there objection?

Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I insist on the twenty-five min-
utes, because a good deal of the time I took was consumed by
gentlemen on the other side.

Mr. FOSS. I will modify the request so that the gentleman
will have twenty-five minutes and our side thirty-five.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois as modified? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and it is o ordered.

Mr. VREELAND. Mr. Chairman, my colleague on the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Rixey], of course
knows that the principal part of the time which he occupied was
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in talking about a subject which is not before the committee on
thiz amendment. He has offered an amendment for the purpose
of adding to the foundry down at the gun factory plant. The
changes that his argument would bring about would be the
building of the 12-inch gun forgings by the Government, and the
amount for building that plant would be, according to the fizures
of the Department, $4,000,000, and according to our experience
of such undertakings would cost six or seven million dollars.

Mr. RIXEY. The gentleman knows I did not refer to forg-
ings at all,

Mr. VREELAND. I know that the gentleman spent a good
share of his time in showing what the bids of two companies
were for the forgings that we use on the 12-inch guns.

Mr. RIXEY. I beg the gentleman's pardon.

Mr. VREELAND. Now, at the foundry they make castings
only.

Mr. RIXEY. My reference was intended to be to the finished
gun and not to the furnishing of the forgings.

Mr. VREELAND. They are not furnishing forgings or mak-
ing forgings in the foundry. That is where they make castings.

Mr, RIXEY. It is not for the forgings at all. I disclaim
any such purpose. There was no such evidence before the
committee in the hearings. It was for the finished guns that I
was speaking.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. What has the foundry to do with forg-

ings?
Mr. VREELAND. I suppose the gentleman does not contend
before this committee that in this $300,000 foundry, which he
proposes to build, they are going to make forgings for 12-inch
guns? Therefore the situation would not be relieved by his
amendment, and we will still have to buy the forgings where
we buy ithem now unless we go on and build this great gun
plant that the gentleman’'s amendment proposes to this House.

Mr. Chairman,-the Committee on Naval Affairs finds, as every
other committee in this House finds, that every man in charge
of a plant in this Government wants to magnify its importance.
He wants to increase the appropriations and the number of men
employed in the plant of which he has charge. The first that
we heard of the enlargement of this gun factory, where 4,000
men are now employed, was from Captain Pendleton, former
superintendent, two years ago.

He ecame before the committee with the same story that Cap-
tain Leutze brought there this year. He told us how much more
cheaply the guns could be made in the gun factory than we were
buying them. But we were not impressed by his argument.
We found that In figuring the cost of these guns he left out
items which would entirely reverse his position, just as Captain
Leutze has left them out in his testimony which he presented
this year. He desired to have an item of more than $100,000
for the leave of the men taken out and made a special appro-
priation, so that it need not be charged against the cost of the
guns. Now, there is one excuse, Mr. Chairman—or perhaps I
should say one reason—why the Government of the United
States is justified in building a manufacturing plant and com-
peting with the private manufacturers of the country. That is
where the product which we desire fo buy is tied up in the
hands of an inexorable trust, where the Government is forced
to pay prices which are too high, and from which there is no
escape. But, Mr. Chairman, nothing of that kind exists in this
case. I have here a list of the bids that have been made for
castinzs during the past year and the present year. In every
cage the competition comes from five or six, and in some in-

ces eight different firms, the majority of them outside of
the American Steel Foundry Company, which I understand is a
trust.

Now, the Captain told us that one reason why he could save
a great deal of money was because he was obliged to pay about
12.3 cents on an average for the castings which he bought, but
the Captain is mistaken on this, as he is on other of his facts
I have here the lowest bid which was accepted from all these
different companies, dozens of them, during the last year.
There is not one of them that reaches the figures named by the
Captain. I want to read a list of the accepted bids on the ma-
terial that went into that foundry. Here are the fizures: Six
and five-tenths cents, 6.55, 9.24, 5.15, 4.5, 5.9, 4.4, 4.75, 5.9, and
12. Why, our friend the Captain never has been a manufac-
turer.

[The time of Mr. VrReerLANDp having expired, by unanimous
consent it was extended five minutes.]

Mr. VREELAND. This gentleman mnever has had experi-
ence as a manufacturer. He knows nothing about figuring up
the cost of these things. He can not be expected to know. He
was educated by the Government of the United States as a
naval officer, and has spent his life upon the sea, where he be-
longs, commanding the ships of the United States Navy. Gen-

tlemen talk about the cheapness of turning out guns down in
this plant. The Captain testified before our committee that
there was invested in this Washington Gun Fagtory $24,000,000
in round numbers. What was the entire product of the factory
for the last year?

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania.
a question?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Did the gentleman say that
Captain Leutze testified that there were $24,000,000 invested
down there?

Mr. VREELAND. That is what I stated.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I just wanted to be clear
about it.

Mr. VREELAND. I do not stop to give the exact figures,

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I do not mean to interrupt
my colleague.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. You simply want to emphasize his
statement.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. DAWSON. Did not that include the value of the prod-
uct down there as well as the value of the plant?

Mr. VREELAND. I think I will have to look it up finally
and read what the gentleman did say.

Will you be kind enough—

Mr. BurLer asked—
to Include In your report what it has cost the Government up to thils
time to build that plant as it now is?

Mr. DAWSON. You will find it on page 1141 of the Lear-
ings. Captain Leutze says the whole outfit last year when he
took charge was estimated at $25,000,000, so far as land and
material and everything was concerned.

Mr. VREELAND. I will give the gentleman the benefit of
the figures. Captain Leutze was asked:

Will you estimate the gun-factory plant, what It is worth, including
the value of the land, material, shops, tools, and all?

And he says in reply, $24,001,000. Now, suppose we strike
out $4,000,000 for material on hand and ecall it $20,000,00¢ in-
vested in that plant.

Suppose you figure the interest at 2 per cent, and it is cer-
tainly worth that in the pockets of the taxpayers, you would
have $400,000. Suppose you figure 5 per cent for depreciation,
and any manufacturer in the country figures 10 per cent, you
would have $1,000,000. Leaving out all the other charges
figured against a plant by owners of it in private business, you
will find that these items alone amount to $600,000 or $700,000,
more than the entire output of the plant. Then talk about the
economy of producing guns in this gun factory! :

Mr. Chairman, this proposition has been before our committee
for the past three years. It has not commended itself to us.
We do not want to undertake to expend four or five or six
million dollars in enlarging this present plant. Our investi-
gation goes to show that not only here, but elsewhere where
the Government manufactures its own product, it invariably
costs us more than it does to buy of private manufacturers.
Why, we have just been building two battle ships to determine
whether it would cost more in a Government yard than it
would in a private yard. We have found that it costs more to
build precisely the same ship in a navy-yard—$400,000 or
$500,000 more—than it would cost to build. the same ship by
private contract. Now, I am in favor of maintaining one plant
in the United States where we can turn out a battle ship, be-
cause I believe it is worth its cost to the Government.

Mr. FITZGERALD rose. !

Mr. VREELAND. I will yield to the gentleman in a minute.
I believe it is worth its cost to the United States to have one
plant that is able to build any battle ship for the Navy. I be-
lieve that it acts as a restraint on the shipbuilding firms of
this country against combination. Mr. Chairman, when we
come to the question of economy, when we come to the ques-
tion of sawing to the taxpayers of the Government by private
manufacture, I have never seen an instance where it could be
shown that such a fact exists. Now I will yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the gen-
tleman if he knows how much it costs to build the Louisiana,
which is being built at Newport News?

Mr. VREELAND. The information before the committee

Will my colleague submit to

-seems to show that it costs something like $400,000 less than

the Connecticut, which is built in the Brooklyn Navy-Yard.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I simply wish to call the gentleman’s
attention to the fact that it is impossible to tell to-day how
much ships being built by contract cost. I have figures which
show that up to date it has cost very close to the limitation
placed on the cost in the act authorizing it.
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Mr. THOMAS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Virginia evidently did not understand my question, as he was
certainly confused between a foundry and a machine shop.
His amendment calls for a foundry, and he proceeds at once to
talk about finishing guns. The gentleman evidently is a very
good lawyer, but he certainly ean not know much about a
foundry or he would not talk about finishing guns in a foundry.

Mr. RIXEY. The gentleman from Ohio is a member of the
Naval Committee, and he knows that this building has always
been referred to as a foundry. He knows that in all of the
hearings it was referred to the fact that the guns were finished
at the foundry. It is called “ the naval gun foundry.”

Mr. THOMAS of Ohio. I never understood anything of the
sort, I do not believe anybody versed in the iron business
would refer to a place where they finish guns as a * foundry.”

Mr. Chairman, T am opposed to the amendment made by the
gentleman from Virginia pertaining to an appropriation for an
additional foundry at the Washington Navy-Yard, as I do not
believe that the interests of the Government can be best con-
gserved by making same at this time.

The information that I have gathered regarding the present
conditions was obtained mainly through personal observations
and through conversation with Capt. E. H. C. Leutze, the present
commandant or superintendent of the navy-yard. Upon exam-
ining the report of the commandant, I was amazed at the lax
expenditure of money for the employment of skilled mechanics,
who are not able, mainly on account of the poor facilities of the
present foundry, to do their work efficiently, and I am con-
strained to say just a word or two on this subject.

According to the report referred to, there are employed in the
foundry 227 molders in a space 260 feet by 113 feet. The fact
is patent that there is not sufficient space for the number of
men employed. They are literally stepping over one another.
There is no question but that the present foundry is inadequate
in size to make all of the castings required by the Government
at this time; yet it must be admitted from the dimensions given
that it is one of the largest in the country. But if the same
policy is to be continued by the management as heretofore,
there is no reason to expect that the congestion will be relieved.
Why it should have been thought necessary to plod on in a rut
when molding machines, pneumatic machines, and other up-to-
date appliances could have been procured is a question that I
think should appeal to every fair-minded man. I am not
arguing for a reduction of men, understand, but for better re-
sults by the same number of men, and with less effort, making
it easier on the men. It is stated that there is not sufficient
room for machines. Then why should the number of employees
have been augmented to the detriment of the work in general
when by the erection of a few litile buildings machines could
have been installed and the product increased many fold?

The practice now in vogue at the navy-yard is to work the

molders in two shifts, but anyvone at all conversant with a
foundry knows that this plan is an extravagant way of doing
that class of work. It is admitted that the men on the night
shift are unable to turn out more than 75 per cent of the work
accomplished by the day molders. And I do not doubt it. The
wonder is that they are capable of doing as much. For a cast-
ing may take three hours or it may take three days to cool, de-
pending upon its size, Hence there is so much floor space
wasted or delayed which can not be used by the oncoming
ghift.
- Then, again, Mr. Chairman, I understand that all of the men
employed are high-class molders—not laborers, but molders—
all of them receiving molders’ wages. There is not a first-
class foundry in the country that would tolerate such a practice
from a business standpoint. After all, Mr. Chairman, it is
not so much a guestion of appropriating money for an additional
foundry as it is a guestion of better management in the present
one, It is no conclusive argument to assert that the molds
are heavier in the Government plant than in other foundries,
and therefore require more skilled help. If that be®the case,
there is a justifiable reason why there should be a decided re-
duction in the cost of producing them.

Not alone in the failure to provide laborers is the management
subject to criticism, but also in the lack of machine facilities.
It is fair to assume that in the foundry practice here there are
many castings being made in duplicate. Then why should they
not be made in a molding machine? This machine can be made
to turn out a very large tonnage, and particularly on small
castings as required by the Government. Two men with such
a machine can do more work in eight hours than twelve molders
without a machine could possibly do. This statement may be
doubted by those who have not had experience with the mold-
ing machine, but its truth can be thoroughly established by a
little investigation.

Government enterprise, as well as public office, is a publie
trust; and if private concerns can make money out of their
foundry product, I do not see why the Government should not
profit likewise. Yet it is admitted in this report that the cost
of the product is higher than the selling price of outside corpo-
rations. Instead of being antiquated in management and
method, a Government institution like this foundry should be
found abreast of the times, if not just a little ahead of them.
It is a good principle—

To be not the first by whom the new Is tried,
Nor yet the last to lay the old aside.

But the Government follows neither of these injunctions.

It seems to me that if we are to run a foundry it should be
the highest type of its kind on this continent. It should be a
model for the foundries of the nation. It should be the mecea
for the mechanics of the country. New devices and new
methods should be immediately installed, judgment passed upon
them, and condemned or approved, as the case might be.

I desire it to be understood that I am making no personal
accusiations against anyone connected with the management of
the foundry, but I do insist that the policy thus far in control
of the manufacture of castings is one of shortsighted business
economy. I do not question the honesty or the integrity of the
officials in charge, but I do elaim that it would be far wiser for
the Department to consult with experienced men out of the
business world and possibly appoint a temporary board of ex-
perts to outline a practice that would be conducive to the best
interests of the Government.

I insist that if this foundry is to be run on business prin-
ciples, it would be far wiser to employ a foundry expert than
it is to trust the expenditure of all this money to the inex-
perienced judgment of naval officials. g

If you were in the foundry business you would not think of
employing a naval captain to manage it any more than you
wounld consider it proper for a foundry man to be placed in
charge of a ship. One is as incongruous as the other.

Those who advance the argument in favor of an extensive
foundry that there iz a possibility of combination or collusion
among manufacturers to maintain prices, show a lack of fa-
miliarity with the iron industry of the United States. When
we consider the fact that this land is fairly dotted with small
foundries, it is a manifest absurdity to suppose that a sufficient
number could so combine as to control prices. Every city and
almost every town of any importance supports one or more
foundries, With all this competition, Mr. Chairman, if the
Government finds it impossible to purchase iron castings at
reasonable prices, there must be very poor management, to say
the least. Too often we are prone to blame outside influences
for deficiencies in our own make-up. To be specifie, if the cost
of gray iron castings is 3 cents per pound, when they can be pur-
chased in the open market for much less, the fault is not in

_external combinations, but in our own lax managerial methods.

And the need of cities and towns for small foundries is as
great, to my mind, as the need of the Government for a large
foundry. Understand, the scope of my argument is not so
much in opposition to the Government’s going into the foundry
business on a large seale as it is in favor of better management
of the industries which it now controls. I mention the need of
the country for these small institfutions to show the utter im-
practicability of their being blotted out. They are, moreover,
a necessity if we would foster the spirit of initiative and indus-
try among small investors. To expect to build a nation out of
citizens whose power of initiative is dwarfed by the growth of
trusts and their allied principle, governmental ownership, to ex-
pect to build an enduring nation on such treacherous ground is
foolish and unscientific.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman may proceed for two minutes
more in order that he may finish his remarks,

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from Connecticut asks
unanimous consent that the gentleman from Ohio may proceed
for two minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I do not rise to
object, but I desire to suggest that it is a pity there is no quornm
present to hear so good a speech as the gentleman is making.
1 suggest there is no quorum present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hears no objection. The gen-
tleman from Missouri makes the point of order that there is no
quorum present.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, there was no point of order
raised.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Why, certainly there was.

Mr. BATES. Did the gentleman intend to make the polet of
order?
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I not only intended to make it,
but I did make it. One does not have to say * a point of order.”
1f he suggests there is no guorum present he makes the point.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri, the Chair
thinks, has raised the point of no quorum. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred and seventeen present,
a quorum, and the point of order is overruled. The gentleman
from Ohio will proceed.

Mr. THOMAS of Ohio. But that point is neither here nor
there if we wish to show that the efficiency of a foundry can or
ecan not be improved by merely increasing its size. To increase
the size of something already ineflicient only adds the opportunity
for further conduct along the same line. To cover the glaring
errors of mismanagement by extended facilities only affords
room for the growth of those same practices. Let them show us
first that they are doing the best they can do under the circum-
stances; show us first that affairs are now economically con-
ducted ; show wus first that this “tree can bring forth good
fruit,” and then we will put more trees in the orchard. [Loud
applause.]

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, I was struck with how the
stafement of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Rixey] that the
Bethlehem Steel Company and the Midvale Steel Company
were charging us more for the rough forging of a 12-inch gun
than they would furnish the completed gun for flushed some of
the gentlemen upon this floor.
~ Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Why, that statement is not
true. Will the gentleman let me read the figures? |

Mr. GREGG. And how quick some of them were fo rise up
and say it was not true, and others to say that even if true it had
no bearing on the question.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. Not just now.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Will the gentleman allow me to
give him the figures?

Mr. GREGG. I prefer not to let the gentleman inject his
fizures into my remarks. I have some here myself—figures
given at the hearings of the committee when everyone could
cross-examine the witness, and not ex parte figures.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticat Then the gentleman ecan read
them. X

Mr. GREGG. My time is so limited I must decline to yield
further. .

I am proceeding now to show that the statement of the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Rixey] Is true, and then later I pro-
pose to show what bearing it has on the matter under considera-
tion, which is the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Rixey] to provide an appropriation of $300,000 to
build and equip an adequate gun factory at the Washington
Navy-Yard.

Captain Leutze, the superintendent of the navy-yard, was
before the Committee on Naval Affairs. He is an honorable and
truthful man. His word is much more to be relied on than are
figures brought here, we know not from where, nor by whom
compiled, nor their date, nor anything about them.

Here is what he says, on page 1142 of the committee hearings,
in answer to questions asked him by the gentleman from Penn-
gylvania [Mr. Burier] and myself :

Mr. GrEGG. The result s the same. As you don't make them, they
charge you for the forgings for a 12-luch gun more than they seil the
completed gun for?

Captain LevTzE. Yes, sir.

Mr. BuTtLErR. How much difference is there between the cost of the
forginz and the completed gun?

Captain LEvTrze. Well, 1 could not say;: I would have to know the
weight of the forgings first. (The finished gun was offered $900 less
than we have to pay for the rough forgings.)

Mr. Burier. How much does the Government pay for the forging of
a 12-inch gun?

Captain LevrTze. My best recollection at present is 45 cents a pound.
(I find that this price was for the yoke forgings; the other forgings
cost 30 cents per pound.)

Mr. BurLer. In dollars and cents, how much?

Captain Levrze. 1 know what the gun weighs finished, but I don't
"fg?‘fnx'ljmt each part—but I can give you that., (The forgings cost

82,500,

Mr. BUuTLER. Also gh'e us the cost for the completed gun.

Captain Leurze. Yes, sir; the gun costs to complete it, labor, mis-
cellaneous materianl, and shop expense, §0.270, added to the £52,500 for
the rough forgings, makes a total of $61,770.

Mr. BuTner. And state if you can buy the completed gun for the
game amount of money that you Ea}' for the forgings in the 1'0u,gh.

Captain LevTzZE. Yes, sir; In the case of the 12-inch gun. (In fact,
the contract price was $9000 less than what we paid for rough forgings.)

Mr. HILL of Connecticut. Why wouldn’t it be good economy
to buy the finished gun and not build this foundry? What does
it' cost the Government to make that gun that they ean buy
for $900 less than the forgings?

Mr. GREGG. It costs about $10,000 to finish it.

Mr. HILL of Connecticut. Ten thousand dollars more than
they can buy it for? I would like to ask the gentleman if he is

here advocating $10,000 apiece more for these guns than we can
buy them for? Does the gentleman advocate the position that
the Government should pay $10,000, according to his own state-
ment, more for the privilege of making the gun than they can
buy the gun for all finished?

Mr. GREGG. The very questions asked by the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. Hitr] show the relevancy of the state-
ment made by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. RIxey], that
the Midvale company and the Bethlehem company charge us
more for the rough forgings than for the finished gun, and that
relevaney is that these two concerns have made a combination
to charge so much for the rough forgings that the gun factory
can not complete the gun for the same amount they can, and
thereby furnish an argument on this floor that the gun fac-
tory work comes too high, and that therefore this amendment
should not be adopted, and that all work of the gun factory
should be discontinued. If this amendment is defeated, their
conspiracy will be but half accomplished ; their victory will not
be complete until the work at the Government factory is dis-
continued in whole. By defeating this amendment the Govern-
ment is only crippled; by the latter it will be placed hors de
combat and completely at their mercy. I for one will not be a
party to a scheme to cripple the Government in order that it
may hereafter be completely unhorsed, but as long as I am in
this House I will favor giving the Government such facilities
at the gun factory as will enable it to fight these two concerns
to a finish.

These two concerns now have a monopoly on the forgings for
this size gun, and rob us on their price, and who doubts, if we
abandon the gun factory and give them a monopoly on the fin-
ishing work, that they will then run up the price of the finished
gun and rob us both on the forgings and finishing work.

The object of the amendment under consideration is not only
to prevent the abandonment of the gun factory, but its purpose
is also to enlarge it and increase its facilities, that we may do
the work cheaper than we are now doing it.

Mr. HILL of Connecticut. What is the difference between the
Government being robbed and robbing itself?

Mr. GREGG. I want us to fix ourselves so we will not be
robbed, and to do this it may become necessary for the Govern-
ment to equip itself so it can make these forgings.

Mr, LILLEY of Connecticut. Why not go a step further and
make the pig iron?

Mr. GREGG. I have no information about manufacturing
pig iron. We have a foundry at which we make forgings for
the smaller guns. Enlarging it =o that we c¢an make them for
the larger guns is a very different thing from going into the
business of manufacturing pig iron.

Mr. VREELAND. I would like to ask the gentleman a ques-
tion. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREGG. Yes.

Mr. VREELAND. I was going to ask the gentleman what re-
lief would be afforded by building this gun factory, assuming
the eondition of affairs is as stated, but he has already an-
swered the question by stating that he is in favor of building
the foundry, which means not this appropriation before the
committee, but an expenditure of five or six million dollars.

Mr. GREGG. The gentleman is mistaken in his figures. I
suppose he refers to a plan submitted in 1903 for the expansion
and enlargement of the Washington Navy-Yard, the entire esti-
mated cost of which was about $3,000,000. The foundry of
which he speaks is only a part of that, just as the gun factory
is only a part.

The only thing involved now is the enlargement of the gun
factory. The foundry for making forgings is not, but if it ever
does come up, and conditions are the same as now, I think it
wonld be good business to enlarge the foundry, too. As said be-
fore, the enlargement of the gun factory is the only question up
now, and it does not involve any other part of the general plan,
and while before the committee Captain Leutze said be re-
garded the gun factory necessary, leaving out everything else
of the general plan.

We now have a gun facfory, but it is inadequate to the needs
of the Government, and by reason of this inadequacy the cost
of production is increased. It has no yard. The material to be
used has to be piled at different places, which makes it neces-
sary to handle it back and forth repeatedly, and all this extra
handling of the material adds unnecessarily and heavily to the
cost of labor. This amendment proposes to give them a yard.
And, besides, they use in the manufacture of ordnance a large
quantity of bronze castings. It is shown that steel castings
are much more desirable for the purposes for which the
bronze are used; but they can not use the steel, because they
have no facilities for making them. This amendment proposes
to give them such facilities. And, besides, the floor space is
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not large enough to work the men to advantage. They have to
be worked in a day shift and a night shift; and Captain Leutze
shows that the wages paid the men engaged in the night shift
is the same as the wages paid those engaged in the day shift,
while the output of those on the night shift is only about 75
per cent of those engaged on the day shift. Considering the
great number of men employed (948), the loss in this respect
to the Government is immense. It is proposed by this amend-
ment to enlarge the floor space so that there will be no night
shift, and thereby prevent this large decrease in the efficiency
and output of labor.

The adoption of the amendment will increase the facilities
of the gun factory, so that we can hereafter do all the work
there cheaper than we are doing it.

The only effect of a defeat of the amendment will be to con-
tinue to hamper the Government, and the next step will be a
proposition to stop the Government from doing any of the work,
on the ground that it is too expensive, which will be a com-
plete surrender to the Midvale company and the Bethlehem
company. It will put us completely in their power. Whenever
the proposition comes for us to abandon the gun factory, I
expect it to come from those who oppose this amendment.
They will prevent the Government from protecting itself, and
then abandon the work because the Government can not protect
itself.

Mr, HILL of Connecticut. Will the gentleman let me ask
him a question? I want to vote intelligently on his amendment.
I understand the amendment carries an addition or increase
for an iron and brass foundry and has nothing to do whatever
with the forgings of steel. Now, bow would the Government
be relieved in its situation in regard to steel forgings for guns
by an addition to an iron and brass foundry? That is what I
want to know.

Mr. GREGG. It will at least be the beginning of an enlarge-
ment and improvement which will enable us eventually to resist
this robbery all along the line.

AMr. HILL of Connecticut. Now, let me ask the gentleman a
question. As a matter of fact, is not this the situation, that he
recommends a certain addition of the iron foundry, based upon
the proposition that we are to spend three or four million dol-
lars for an addition to the gun factory, but that if the addition
to the gun factory is not made, does it not necessarily follow
that the iron foundry is not necessary?

Mr. GREGG. No; this amendment proposes to appropriate
$300,000 for an enlargement of the gun factory, and this is es-
sential, regardless of whether we adopt the general plan of en-
larging the Washington Navy-Yard, and in support of this I
want to read what Captain Leutze said in answer to a question
asked him by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. RIxEY].

Mr. RixeY. I would like to ask you as to whether or not the builld-
ing of this new foundry is necessary if the committee does not proceed
with the general plan, the $3,000,000 plan—that Is, if this committee
does not adopt that general plan.

Captain LeEoTzE. 1 do consider it necessary, leaving out everything
else, and I have recommended nothing else personally for this year.

The questions asked by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
Hin] ean have but one object, and that is to show that the
work being done at the gun factory costs more than we can
have it done for by contract, and thereby lay a predicate for
the abandonment of this Government work. He tries to make
it appear that I favor paying more for a gun to be made at the
factory than it can be bought for, but unfortunately the posi-
tion of the gentleman is too narrow fo be of any weight. e
singles out only the 12-inch guns. The finishing of these 12-inch
guns is but a small part of the work done there. A great many
other kinds of guns are made there, and also a great guantity
of other ordnance is made there.

On page 1151 of the committee hearings, Captain Leutze gives
a statement showing the comparative cost of guns and mounts,
made at the National Gun Factory, and the same guns and
mounts bought by contract, which includes the 12-inch gun,
which costs us an amount all out of proportion because of the
exorbitant price for the forgings. This statement is as follows:

tive cost of guns and mounts duilding at the Naval Gun Fac-
veneers £.9 tory and by contract.

Contract Naval Gun
Type. Name of contractor. Factory
prioa. wm'
T e A e 1, 644. 80 ,770.61
g o
8ineh 17.142.00 |  23'619.13
i 24,380.17 | 23,619.18

eThis 12-inch mount is designed b,
i{s more expensive to manufacture
it is compared.

the Bethlehem Steel Comﬁbm. and
n the service mount with which

Comparative cost of guns and mounts building at the Naval Gun Fac-
tory and by contract—Continued.

Contras Naval Gun
Type. Name of contractor. price t Factory
' price.

8inch guns _. Midyale Steel Co 619.13
Binch mounta .. _...........|..... do sﬁ: 156,18
7 e - 12,156.13
8-inch guns ___ 22.511.25
s A
T-inch mounts léi 47713
ggncg moun:é'd_ 10,208, 51
inch guns and mounts._ ... 610, 59
dinch gunsand mounts.___.| ... A0 . .ocoiiieonoonan 1%: 557,16

By this it is seen that the cost of some is cheaper when made
at the gun factory, while others are cheaper when purchased
by contract; but the total cost of all when purchased is $346,-
574.67, while the total cost of all when done at the gun factory
is $354,8311.67. We must consider the entire work done, and not
pick out isolated pieces of work, and from this standpoint it is
shown by this statement that the difference is insignificant, and
if we could get the forgings for 12-inch guns at a reasonable
price the whole would cost us less to make it than to buy it. I
will here incorporate a statement showing the comparative cost
of other ordnance made at the gun factory and the same ord-
nance bought by contract and the amounts saved by doing the
work at the gun factory: -

16 10-inch Mark V mounts:
Deck lug -pounds_.. 9, 000
Upper slides fas 8, 500
Lower slides do 6, 800
Struts do 1, 400
Details do 2, 000
1 monnt A0 27, T00
16 mounts do. 443, 200

Private contract price $53. 184

Naval Gun Factory price 31, 024

Amount saved 22, 160
29 7-inch Mark III mounts:

Top carriages

Plvot stands. do 6, 00
Blides do. - 7,400
1 mount do 18, 000
29 mounts do 548, 100
Private contract price . $65, 772
Naval Gun Factory price 38, 367
A t saved 27, 405
s Pad e kol
28 T_;}nch Malik II mounts: = % %00
'op cAarriages pounds. 3
Pivot stand fi [ P 6, 000
Slides do 5, GOV
1 mount. do. 15, 800
28 mounts do 442, 400
Private contract price $553TT:|88
Naval Gun Factory price 30, 968
Amount saved 22,120
108 8-inch Mark XIT monnts :
Deck lugs pounds_— 7, 200
Blides 06— 7, 60D
1 mount do 14, 800
108 mounts do____ 1,598, 400
Private contract price . $191, 808
Naval Gun Factory price 111, 885
Amount saved 79, 920
_——————a
28 12-inch Mark V mounts:
Deck lugs pounds__ 12, 000
Upper slides do__— 14, 000
Lower slides e do o 9, 000
Details [ [ RS 3, 500
1 mount do 38, 500
28 mounts do____ 1, 078, 000
—_— ==

Private contract price

Naval Gun Factory price.

$130, 360
75, 460

Amount saved

53, 900

Those who oppose this amendment fail to give any credit to

another fact, which is that all the expenses of designing, experi-
menting, developing, and changing a lot of guns and mounts is
included in the Naval Gun Factory prices. *This is an ex-
pense that the contractor does not have to bear, as he receives
the completed drawings, ete., of the guns and mounts and pro-
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ceeds with the manufacture in accordance therewith, If
changes are made, additional compensation, covering the cost
of such changes, is allowed the constructor.”

When the Government needs certain ofinance, it publishes
calls for bids for a specific gun, according to certain specifica-
tions, and the private contractor who obtains such contract
only has to make the desired gun or other article aecording to
said specifications, which in fact is the construction of duplicate
work purely and simply ; but we must not lose sight of the fact
that all experiments were made in the Washington Gun Factory
in order to cbtain the perfect original to which the specifica-
tions used and followed by private contractors referred, as well
as all ideas are advancéd and put into tangible objects for the
advancement and perfeetion of the most modern ordnaunce known ;
while the cost is quite large, it is absolutely necessary, as
private contractors will not experiment st their own proper
cost and expense for the benefit of the Government ; and it is not
fair or just to include the cost of all models, ideas, tools, and
experiments made and had in the Washington Gun Factory in
the cost of the finished and most modern product turned out
therein, and then hold that the Government would save money
by purchasing ordnance from private confractors, while as a
matter of undisputed fact the private contractors are furnished
with models and tools to a large extent by the Government
which are made in the Naval Gun Factory and added to the cost
of building guns at said Government Naval Gun Faectory.

Where would the private contractor get his specifications
from for the building of ordnance were it not for the Naval Gua
Factory at Washington? How would the Government kunow
what clags or kind of ordnance it desired, and its constituent
parts if it only relied upon private contractors, who, up to date,
have only made ordnance according to preseribed forms and
specifications furnished by the Government, obtained from its
gun factory? How would the many improvements and latest
devices be obtained, as is being daily done at said Washington
Gun Factory, if the Government depended upon private con-
tractors to experiment at their cost and expense? Certainly
private contractors, even though they should make experi-
ments, would include the cost of such experiments in the
charge for the finished produet, which would increase largely
the present cost for simply duplication of guns and accessories
from models already made in the Washington Gun Factory.

And, further, they fail to consider the fact that the guns
finished at the factory are better and more satisfactory than
those made by contraet, and I will incorporate right here what
Captain Leutze says on this subject, in answer to questions
asked him by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Rixey.]

Mr. Rixey. You were talking about finishing the guns, and 1 want to
ask you, in your opinion, whether the guns which are finished by the
Government are better than those which are finished by private
concerns ¥

Captain Levrze. There iz not the slightest doubt about that; they
are better, the parts are lnterchnnglgable, they are better finished, und
more satisfactory In every way. he officers and men afloat prefer

grir::. Rixey. Yon would not recommend that the Government shonld
not finish its own guns?

Captain LevTze. I think it would be fatal if we stopped It.

I want also to state that many articles and ordnance made
by these private contractors (to whom some of the Members of
this House seem to wish to turn over all of our work) are re-
ceived at the Naval Gun Factory in a state of imperfection, and
have to be perfected at the gun factory. I will call speaial
attention to the following ecases which have been furnished me,
to wit:

Continuously during several months prior to March of this
year many 3-inch guns were received from the British-American
Company in imperfect and defective condition, and had to be
remedied and perfected at the gun factory. During the first
days of March of this year there was received from the Mid-
vale Steel Company one 8-inch gun, No. 149, with defective
breech mechanism, which had to be perfected at the gun fac-
tory. The following gun mounts and accessories, recently re-
ceived from the Bethlehem Company, had to be overhauled and
made interchangeable at the gun factory, to wit: Twenty 5-inch
Mark IX mounts, Nos. 262 to 281, inclusive ; six G-inch Mark VII
mounts, Nos. 267, 268, 269, 280, 281, and 285. It cost the Gov-
ernment approximately $1,200 each to remedy the defects in
said twenty-six mounts, making a total of $31,200. There was
recently received from the Midvale Steel Company the following
defective ordnance. to wit: One 8-inch slide, Mark XII mount,
No. 178; one 8-inch gun, No. 151, with defective breech mech-
anism.

It is no wonder that Captain Leutze says that the ordnance
made at our factory is better and more satisfactory to the men
on the ships, the men who use them, than the ordnance bought
by =eantract. ;

In this gun factory we have a body of the most skilled me-
chanics in the world, and if you will give them the facilities,
they will do just as fine work and just as cheap work as can
be done anywhere.

The cost of the enlarged gun factory proposed by this amend-
ment is $300,000. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Rixexy]
in his remarks showed that its erection wonld save to the Gov-
ernment annually about $60,000 on the two items of labor saved
in handling the material, and the amount saved in using steel
castings instead of bronze castings—which are now used be-
cause there are no facilities for making the steel. This is 20
per cent on the investment. What good business man wonld
not make it? It was shown at the hearings that 943 men are
worked on the night shift; that it is necessary to have a night
shift, because the factory is not large enough to work all the
men on a day shift; that the efficiency and output of the night
shift is only about 75 per cent of the same men working on a
day shift; that the men on the night shift receive the same
wages as those on the day shift; so here is a loss of 25 per
cent on the wages of these 948 men; add this to the S60,000
gaved on the other two items, and you will have a saving which
seems to me ought to induce any man who has the interest of
the Government at heart to vote for this amendment.

The CHAILKMAN. Those for the amendment have ten min-
utes remaining, and those opposed to the amendment have four-
teen minutes remaining.

Mr. HILL of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
answer my own question, if the gentleman will pardon me about
o minute and a half. 2

Mr, GREGG. My time has expired.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. We will surrender a minute
and a half to the gentleman.

Mr. HILL of Connecticut. I asked a question as to whether
these two were not inseparable and one dependent on the other,
and I find from the statement of the gentleman himself that that
is the case, and that he states emphatically :

It is realized iIn all probability such a large appropriation can
not be obtained this coming fiscal year, and therefore this amendment
simply anticipates the appropriation of three or four miilion dollars
with which is necessarily involved— A

And which the Members of the House should understand must
necessarily come if we make this appropriation, or else we have
got the whole plan out of joint. But in the statements before
the Naval Committee it is said we have got to have a proposi-
tion of three or four million dollars before we begin this ex-
pendifure.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. Following what the gentle-
man has said, I understood the statement was made before the
Naval Affairs Committee, by some one who pretended to know
what he was saying, that this plant would ultimately cost
$4,000,000, whereas it is estimated by some of us who have had
ten years of experience in making appropriations on such sub-
jects that it will cost $6,000,000 by the time it is completed.

Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair desires to know if the gentle-
man who has just arisen is for or against the amendment?

Mr. DAWSON. 1 intend to speak for the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Dawsox]
is recognized for the amendment.

Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I feel some embarrassment in
favoring a proposition which has not met the recommendation of
the Naval Committee, of which I am a member. But I desire to
say that my position has been determined upon evidence which
has come to me since the matter was considered by the Naval
Committee—evidence which was not submitted to the Naval Com.
mittee when the matter was under consideration, and evidence
of a character which, I think, this House wants to Lear,

Now, I agree with my friend from Ohio |Mr. Troaras] that
what we want is the testimony of disinterested witnesses upon
this proposition. There has been ecriticism here to-day about
the testimony of the men who have charge of that foundry.
There have been criticisms, by inference, of the men who desire
contracts under the Government. The testimony which I have
is the testimony of a disinterested witness. Secretary Morton,
when he was Secretary of the Navy, desired to modernize and
bring the Washington Gun Factory up to date. In order to have
information upon which to base such action, he sent for a dis-
interested expert in the manufacture of steel. I have here the
report of this gentieman, Mr. 8. T. Nelson, and I want to call
attention to one or two points in it.

I will say that this gentleman took up each shop and division
of the Washington Gun Factory and discussed it in detail. In
speaking of the foundry he said:

There are 186 men employed, workin
ber of men employed, the supervisory

one shift only. For the num-
orce (one master mechanic, coe
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quarterman, and one leading man) is entirely too small for so great a
varlety of work.

This foundry is altogether inadequate, .It Is the
ghop In the yard, and is not at all in keeping with t rest of the
navel gun factories. 1t could not even be considered a good job
foundry. In this small foundry they are trying fo make brass cast-
ings, Lronze castings, iron castings, and steel castings, and it would
be just about the proper size for the brass work alone, to say nothing
of ilie space occupied by other work.

Now, one of the greatest necessities for this foundry lies in
the fact that it requires such a long period of time to secure
castings, not only in the first instance, but to secure the replac-
ing ef eastings which have been condemned by the inspector.
In that connection, Mr. Nelson says:

Regarding placing orders for these msti:gs outside, I have the same
comments to make as about placing the orders for forgings outside of
the blacksmith shop. It is the time lost in walting for these orders to
be filled that is tl.le greatest objection. There is, however, so much
competition In iren castings that low prices per pound could probably
be had from outsiders, but the difference would be more than equalized
by the time lost in walting for orders to be contracted for, let, and
ﬂfled; s0 while there might be an npl)arent gain in the price per pound,
the time lost In the machine shop walting for material would more than
offset the difference. Besides, the Department wants castings from
various mixtures, which it would be difficult to get from job foundries.

Now, I will turn te what he says about forgings, and show
this House what sort of process is necessary to get these cast-
 ings in the first place, and get the replacements of the castings
after they have been condemned by the inspectors.

Mr. YOUNG. Will the gentleman say who this party is—is
he an officer of the Navy?

Mr. DAWSON. No; he is not. He is Mr. S. T. Nelson, the
man selected by Secretary Morton as the best man to go there
and examine that plant from the standard of a business man,
and recommend to Secretary Morton how it could be modern-
ized.

Mr. YOUNG. Had he been engaged in the manufacture of
iron and steel?

Mr. DAWSON. I do not know; but I think he had.

Mr. YOUNG. Where was he from?

Mr. DAWSON. From Chieago. Now, Mr. Chairman, as to
the process necessary to go through in order to replace the cast-
ings which have been condemned by the inspector.

Mr. VREELAND. May 1 ask the gentleman, is this testi-
mony any better than that of his colleague [Mr. THoMAS] who
is also practically engaged in the business, and other Members?

Mr. DAWSON. I do not understand that my colleague [Mr.
TroMmAs] spent several weeks’ time in this examination as Mr.
Nelson did, or that he has gonme through the manufactory of
the Washington Gun Factory with a stenographer at his elbow
taking down the criticismns here and there, and setting it all
down in an official report.

Mr. VREELAND. He did not cover only the foundry?

Mr. DAWSON. No; he covers the whole plant. Let me give
the House the details of how long it takes the Department to get
an outside order filled. Mr. Nelson says in his report:

FORGE SHOP.

The greatest trouble at the present time Is the slow ﬂIlIn&M orders,
The Department takes so long in first advertising for bids, then letting
the contract, and then gettin%mthe forgings ; during all this time the
other parts of the guns, or whatever it may be, are lying around the
shops taking up valuable room, while they are waiting for the forgings
to come in from outside forges. When the forgings do come in, and
are found to be defective, the inspector condemns them; this In turn
must be reported to the superintendent: the superintendent reports
this to a board that condemns them officially ; then it is referred to the
purchasing department.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. I ask unanimous consent that
the time of the gentleman may be extended.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from Iowa
be extended five minutes. Is there objection. [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

Mr. DAWSON. As Mr. Nelson sdys in his report:

Then it is referred to the purchasing department, and from there
to where the forgings are made; so you can readily see the ridiculous
loss of time In such cases. When they make their own forgings they
can get them when they want them and as they want them. If a
forging is condemned by the inspector, the forge department Is im-
mediately notified and another made in its place, and the work that the
forging ?;; a part of can go along and become finished, whereas [f it
is bought outside everything has to lie around and wait for the round-
nbout way of getting it in the first place—geiting It officially con-
demned, as they call it—and then replaced by the concern that made It,
The replace orders get very scanﬂﬂy attention from all concerns, es-
peclally in busy times, and especially so with the Government, where
there Is mo one in particular to keep prodding at them all the time to
fill these orders.

Even If it costs as much to make the forgings In the Government
shops as it costs to buy them outside, all the time would be saved that
I8 now lost in walting for orders to be filled and the work of which

ggorest-looklng

these forgings are a part could be completed and gotten out of the way.
Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Will the gentleman permit me to
sk him about the other point?

Mr. DAWSON.
this.

Speaking of the brass and steel castings which this increase
is proposed to provifle for, he says:

BRASS CASTINGS.

The brass castings they make in this department are very excellent,
and the various mixtures for brass and bronzes are determined by
the Department. I have found by ex{)erlence that it is well-nigh impos-
sible to get the job foundries to give you brass and bronze as you
want it, and there is opportunity for dishonest work in connectlon with
these mixtures that some people do not hesitate to resort to in order
to make it pay:; and it is well-nigh impossible to check them up on it,
because it would be practically impossible to analyze all the mixtures
and determine by this means whether they have glven us the propor-
tions asked for in the varfous pieces. The kind of brass and bronze
castings, especially manganese bronze castings used in the naval
fi';un factories, must be made exactly as determined by the Ordnance
Jepartment, as It would not do to take any chances on these mixtures
for fear a part or parts might break on account of defective materinl at
o critical moment, when a gun was In action and needed very badl{:
the probabilities that a defective piece would be the means of dis-
abling® the gun until repairs eould effected.

STEEL CASTINGS.

They are at present using a small converter for making their own
steel castings, and as has already been mentioned in connection with
iron mstin§s there is so much competition in steel castings that as
far as what the first cost of these castings is concerned, they could be
made in outside foundries just as well as not. But here we are again
confronted with the time and money losing delays in getting orders
filled. When times are good in-the country these gteel foundries are
filled up to overflowlng, and it is almost impossible to get early dellv-
erfes, and all small manufacturers are constantly after these concerns
to fill their orders. The consequences are that the Government has to
wait. Then we are again confronted with the time lost in connection
with the lengthy process of condemning castings.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Do you charge up against the man-
ufacture of these forgings the cost of the delay of the Govern-
ment officials in their examining and condemning them?

Mr. DAWSON., I am not speaking of the price; I am simply
detailing the process.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER.
spoke of that.

Mr. DAWSON. Now, Mr. Chairman, he says.

In order to get replaces promptly, is one of the greatest arguments
in favor of increasing the steel plant and making a greater number of
steel castings than it now makes. When a steel casting is condemned
it has to go through the same routine ag mentioned In connectlon with
the condemning of rorglnjgs. and it will uire from six to ten weeks to
get a defective steel casting replaced which, if made in your own shops
could be replaced in the length of time that is uired to mold it an
anneal it, which is about two weeks or less; so that, for the sake of
prompt deliveries and prompt replacing of condemned castings, this
steel plant ought to be Increased several times its present size——

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. DAWSON. In just a moment. I wish to finish the read-
ing of this:
as the receipt of material without delay, and the early replacing of
condemned castings will be the means of gettlmimthe work completed
that they are intended for, and the work can gotten out of the
shops and out of the wng; whereas it is now piled up so that some of
the shops resemble storehouses more than workshops.

Mr. VREELAND. Bearing on the point about which the
gentleman has been reading, in which he speaks of the delay
caused by purchasing these castings abroad, I would ask him
if he would not give the committee something found on pages 77
and 78 of this same gentleman’s report, in which he speaks of the
gun factory making 92 fop carriages, 105 slides, 43 elevating
arms, and 20 brackets, which were finally condemned and
thrown aside because the plans made by the gun factory itself
were found to be defective.

Mr. DAWSON. No; the gentleman does not exactly state
the proposition. Mr. Nelson, in his report, does condemn that
particular piece of business, but he condemns the Ordnance
Department of the Navy for placing such a large order before
it is thoroughly decided that the design is going to be satis-
factory.

Mr. YOUNG. It was a question of naval management, then?

Mr. DAWSON. In the Ordnance Department, and not in the
gun factory itself. They simply manufacture down there what
they are ordered by the Ordnance Department to manufacture,

Mr. VREELAND. I think the gentleman will find, if he reads
it, that they are condemned for making 260 top ecarriages,
slides, elevating arms, and training brackets, and putting the
work on them before they found they were defective,

Mr. DAWSON. Yes; but the eriticism is directed at the
Ordnance Department of the Navy, which placed the order, and
not at the gun factory, which simply executed the order.

Mr. VREELAND. It costs just as much whether it is one
department or the other.

Mr. DAWSON. Yes; but we want the criticism to be placed
where it belongs.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. What branch of the Government will
this foundry be placed under if it is built?

Just a moment; after I get through with

I am speaking of the delay. You
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Mr. DAWSON.
Captain Leutze.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Under the Ordnance Department of
the Navy?

Mr. DAWSON. Under the same management that it is now.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER., Then the same state of affairs will
continpe?

Mr. DAWSON. The same thing would have happened if the
Ordnance Department had placed the order with an outside
contractor, and it did place the same kind of a defective order
outside the factory, as the evidence will show.

Mr. VREELAND and Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut rose.

Mr. DAWSON. 1 have only a few minutes. I should like
very much to yield to the gentleman, but I have not the time.

Mr. WACHTER. We will give you the time.

Mr. DAWSON. The time for closing the debate on this
amendment has been fixed.

Mr. Chairman, a good deal has been said on this floor about
the price of products of the Washington Gun Factory as com-
pared with the prices in outside concerns. Now, this disinter-
ested expert, who seems to know what he is falking about, has
gone into this question with great thoroughness. He submits
at the bottom of this report a comparison of what it costs to
manufacture articles in the Washington Navy-Yard and the
cost to get them by contract. And it should be borne in mind,
as he says, that the Naval Gun Factory price as shown here
includes 40 per cent in addition to the actual cost of labor and
materials, and the cost of experimenting is also included. So
I should judge that that was an eminently fair comparison.
Now, for instance, here is a 1-pounder gun, rapid fire, with aec-
cessories; the contract price, $450; Naval Gun Factory price,
$335.20. Here is a l-pounder gun, Maxim-Nordenfeldt heavy
automatie; contract price, $2,529.72; Naval Gun Factory price,
$1,874.73. I will print in the Recorp a part of the comparison
gubmitted in this report, as follows:

It will be placed under the management of

NAVAL GUXN FACTORY PRICE.
, Mark IX,

COXTRACT PRICE.

500.
mﬁicwi

semiauto- 45. B-pounder
el 1 (semiautomati
wit.h M

ufact
ob order No. 4177, 1901. Price in-
clu royal

ty.

§1,063.30, 3— h fleld Har
and carriage, manufactured on
orders No. #398, 1805 and No.

1806, Prioeinclurics ﬂ]rnralty The
cost of forgings, §1 been de

ducted.

414, Binch  50-calibe;
szkl]usingrlfeccﬁtof ;mgg];’
Muredmjoborderlﬁro.ﬁm,lm

under gun
mount, com Y lete, from
Dri; bury Gun Ammuni-
tion pany; 50 on contract of April

$1,137.52. 8-inch fleld
rmge made by Ameri
pany. The cost is independent

of thﬂ T—D mrgumu of

§1,783.20. 8-inch b0-caliber gun,
Mark II, with Mark II breech mech-
anism, American Ordnance
Compa%nlm on Bureau of Ordnance

uisi No. 144 of February 23,

8inch 50-caliber nickel-

s&.]iﬁ.tﬁﬁo Estimate based on 3-inch

steel gun, mount and si%act gun No.

American and British Manufacturing Nickel-steel §1,970.05

Company. Contract of April, 1005. gl:alﬁgt, Mark IV .. - 1.%. 00
s T L R :

4,120.05
$2522.72. 4inch 40-caliber n,
Mark VI, with Fletcher breech mgegh-

HE{WE{ 4-inch _40-caliber
T
sni.sm Mark V; average of 30

VI, with Mark V breech moch.
anism, Nos. 145 to 164, from American

Ordnance I&ny Oont.ract of ured on job order No.
November 28, 1307 serial Nos. 180 to 200. Price in-
cludes g]ll) royalty. The forgings on
thi.s lot of guna were considerably
guns built later.
$1,673.14. ril—img mounts,olgark IV, 31 410, th muunt, MarkIV-A.
from American Ordnance Com: . @l om
o vaimmh i, m- No. e 31.?'1 57,
invoiced A No 144, 1,462,
invoiced Aug'm
#5500, 4-inch gun, Mark VIL, with $5.454.28. 4-inch mcali‘ber
mount Mark VIII, model 1. Nos. 82T n, Mark VII............. $3,471.05
to 538, from Bethlehem Bteel Com- 4 ch mount, Mark VIII,
pany, contract February 285, 1908 modall .ol it 1,983.95
Powal.—c o 5,454.28
,tak rage of 25 guns
joba rﬁ\'m e ave. on

For mount. deduct—
Labo;

Polal o=t 870
from cost of mounts manufactured
{o‘h order No. 4( Nos. 233 to 238,
inclusive, invoiced $2,853.25, for
changes not m“dad in the contract
mount.
§10,41744. 6inch 40-caliber
Mark IV, with Mark
breech

mechanism _... $5,900.61
Mark VII,

000, 6inch 40-caliber
, with Mark VII 'breecﬂ
Dn. 265 to 276, nnd s-inch
mounts, Mark VII. Nos. 274 to 245,
from Behlehm Steel Company, con-
tract of June 11, 1901

---- B8,417.83
Total e eaene- 10,4074

0,770, 6-inch 40-caliber gun. Mark
U‘g. Mark VII bre
1 “i szl “&‘é“n%“hﬁﬁl
m Stee Mpany; i
January 29, mnm Y2 253 +

$18,500. T-inch gun, Mark II, with
Mark 1 breech mechanism, from
Bet‘hlehem Sbeel Gomw 86 on con-
tract of Contract
puts yoke on t.he mount.

wilﬁi.ﬁ. 7-inch mount, Mark IL, from
Bethlehem Steel Company; 36 on con-
tract of October 8, 1 Contract
puts yoke on the mount.

$24.880.17. 8-inch gun, Mark VI,
with Mark V breech mechanism,
nickel steel, from Midvale Steel Com-
Yuny 24 on contract of Beptember &,

$03. Contract puts yoke on mount.

$14,417.17. 8inch turret mount,

Mark XII, from Midvale Steel Com-

fany, 24 on contract of September 8§,

Contract puts yoke on mount

and does notinclude any ammunition-
apparatus.

Cosat of all gizes of powder cans
outside manufacturers:

For takeaverageof three guns
Nos. , and manufactured
on job order No. 2664-00. For mount,
take cost of mounts Nos. 182 to 189,
Mark VII, model 1. Cost of gun in-

! ber gun,

Mark IV, with Fletcher breech mech-
anism, Mark IV. Take cost of gun
No 263, manufactured on job order
4805-00, for one gun, in-
cluthss 2100 mysl

$17,124.05. T-inc

Mark IT, with Mark I breech mec

Fshmtedcost of gun.. §18,400.71
Deduct yoke, cost as on
order No. 2191-04 1,276.68

N 7,124.05
460,02. T-inch mount, Mark IL
imate of J ti-g‘ 1908, letter No.
5387, to Bureau's letter
No. 7496 of June 22, 1903:

Estimated cost of mount §6,183
Yoke, order No. 2191-4. 1, 2"&.86

Net 7,mm
$21.631.08. 8inch d45-caliber gun,
Mark IV, with Mark V breech mech-
Anism. st estimated first by add-
imr m labor to the cost of 8-inch 40-
No. 8, on job order No.
14-19—4]} QLB”SEG On eompletion of
job o No. 1580-01 it was seen that
conld be daductad. On exami-
nation of the tool account it was seen
<that 2600 ould be deducted for ex-
tra and speci&l tools.
Deduct. ...
Het enst of

e on job order
g—(ﬁ. dednct ........ 1,644.18
Gun without yoke. .......... 21,63L08
b‘g‘]}‘t;z price still includes $1,000 for
§12,144.18. 8inch turret mount,
Mark XIL

Estimated cost of mount
without nmmunition-hnn—

dling apparatus ___...__.. $10, 500.00
Yoke, o 5186—(8 aaae 1,044.18
12,144.18

made and the latedt quotations by

A\n;‘,l-a,g'iai atp-
D Waer.| Late con- [01d contract
Caliber. cost 1‘n;iawnah- tract prices. prices.
Navy-Yard.
bnch Mark IT ... . . ... .. .38
.';-incg: Mark IIT .. ’3.22
7.94
11.13
(@)
11.88
k i 11.50
lll-inch. Mark IV .. Sie 19,28
12-inch, Mark IV ... 20,32
ls-mch, MAYk Il i 21,295

¢ Only experimental tanks made.

Costs of all sizes of cartridge cases made,
Forty per cent is

of outside manufacturers.
labor in all cases.

and the latest quotations
added to material and

Latest price
Caliber Cost tomake, 7y, ¢ad out-

here. side.
A DO s o e e i i A e e L P §0.176 %
d-pounder . .55 ’l &7
under . .55 1.00
Zinch fleld .____ .5l .65
Zinch 60 caliber 8.2 5.00
4-inch 40 caliber 5.50 T.60
4-inch 50 caliber . . 8.50 12.00
5-inch 40 ealiber .. 7.00 8.10
Binch 40 caliber ... ..o e oo 11.50 17.00

So it goes, from the top to the bottom.

With only one or two

exceptions, which are not material, these guns and other articles
are manufactured in the Washington Gun Factory cheaper than

they are purchased by contract.
ther.

Now, let me go one step fur-

Mr. VREELAND. I should like to ask the gentleman how
he disposes of the figures, which I have presented here, showing
the ordinary charges against the plant that would be made by
the private manufacturer in reaching the total cost eof the

output?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
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Mr. DAWSON.
question.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent
that he may have time to answer the question.

Mr. DAWSON. I should like to have five minutes, Of course,
if the House does not want to know the facts, I am perfectly
willing to sit down. )

Mr. VREELAND. It seems to me that we ought to have all
of the facts instead of those facts which the gentleman from
Towa picks out for us. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Under the limitation put on the debate
some time ago, debate in favor of the amendment is ex-
hausted.

Mr. DAWSON. I want to add the amount that the iron and
steel castings cost, as shown by this report:

Cost per pound of iron and stecl castings and the prices quoted by
outside manufacturcrs.

1 should like to have time to answer the

Cost to make Pri tod
atnavalgun & Fice Ao
factories. | outside.

£0.08 130,085 10%0.04

.04 to .10

The CHAIRMAN. The question is——

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Mr. Chairman, has the time for de-
bate on this amendment all been consumed?

The CHAIRMAN. The time in favor of the amendment has
all been consumed; there aré ten minutes due the negative
side.

[Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut addressed the committee. His
remarks will appear hereafter.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Virginia.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Rixey) there were—ayes 33, nays T1.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as
follows :

Naval station, Key West, Fla.:

Dredglng and filling in, $15,000; to
ecomplete two officers’

uarters, 81,200 marlne railway, to complete,

$5,000; In all, navy-yard, Key West, Fin $21,
Mr., SPARKMAN. Mr. Chalrman, I oﬁer the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

I'age 20, :ine 19, after the word “in,” strike out * fifteen " and in-
gert © ﬂ[lr. in line 21, after the word “ dollars,” insert * command-
ant's quarters, $12,000; suspensory, $10, 000 latrine, $3,000; grading
and fencing, $10,000; sewer system, $3,000; ’ and in line 22 strike out
“ twenty-one and insert ninety-four.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have offered this amend-
ment because I think it ought to be adopted. But before giving
my reasons in detail for this opinion I desire to call the atten-
tion of the House, and incidentally that of the Committee on
Naval Affairs, to what I conceive was an oversight on the part
of that committee with reference to another matter, connected,
however, with the subject-matter of this amendment.

Looking at the map of the Atlantic and the Gulf coast States,
I notice quite a long stretch of seacoast from Charleston, 8. C.,
around by Savannah, Fernandina, Jacksonville, Miami, Key
West, and Tampa to Pensacola, a distance of about 1,200 or
1,300 miles, on which there is not a single dry dock or other facil-
ity for docking and repairing a battle ship or other naval craft
in case of injury in battle or damage from any other cause, and
no provision in this bill for the construction of such dry dock
or any suggestion that this inadvertency or mistake will be reme-
died in the future, while on the coast north of Charleston, 8. C.,
and up to Portsmouth, N. I., a distance of 700 or 800 miles,
there are six of these places where dry docks are located, or one
for about each 150 miles.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not care to criticise, and I do not
intend to criticise, Congress or the Navy Department for estab-
lishing these dry docks. Indeed, I assume that they were neces-
sary at the time they were established or they would not have
been constructed. Nor would I say that they are not necessary
now, that they are not being used, and will not be used in the
future, but I do say that along this streteh from Charleston
around the Florida coast, a distance, as I have said, of 1,200 or
1,300 miles, there should be in the interest of the Government
at least one or more dry docks, especially on the southern coast
of Florida. The necessity for these, I think, will be apparent to
anyone who will give thought to the conditions there.

What are those conditions, Mr. Chairman? Florida projects
far out into the southern seas, within 1,200 miles of the eastern
terminus of what we have said shall be the Panama Canal,
also within twenty-four hours’ run of the Caribbean Sea, whose

waters wash a part of the eastern shores of Central and South
America. She has the Gulf of Mexico on one side, the Atlantie
Ocean on the other, and the Gulf Stream—that most remarkable
of all ocean currents—along her southern shores, beyond which
lie the island of Cuba and her kindred group of islands known
as the West Indies, extending in a semicircle all the way down
to South America and inclosing from the eastward, so to speak,
the Caribbean Sea, with the exception of large and deep chan-
nels or passages running between these islands, and thus con-
necting it with the Atlantic Ocean; the whole presenting an
aggregation of conditions which places Florida and her southern
ports in a position of transcendent importance to the United
States from the standpoint of commerce and naval strategy.

Into and through the Gulf of Mexico the exports and imports
to and from the Gulf States and States tributary thereto must
pass, while through the channels leading into the Caribbean
Sea the commerce of South and Central America must likewise
go, soon to be augmented, we hope, by the completion of the
Panama Canal.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
for ten minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for ten minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Now, Mr. Chairman, it is not so much by
shore batteries or standing armies as by battle ships and armed
cruisers patrolling the straits of Florida and the passages into
the Caribbean Sea that this vast commerce must be protected
on our part in ecase of war with any European country, and we
should be prepared with both ships and all that goes to make an
efficient navy to furnish that protection if we would keep abreast
of the progress of the world.

It is there also that we must protect, if it should ever be at-
tacked, the Monroe doctrine. And who can say it will not be
attacked? Continnally new applications of it are being made.
Under it we are to maintain, as against monarchial govern-
ments, the South and Central American republics, and almost at
any time we may be called upon to uphold this self-imposed
duty and defend one or more of these republics against the
greed of some European country, and should the occasion arise
we will meet it with every resource at our command.

This doctrine has obtained now for nearly a hundred years,
and whatever mistakes, if any, have been made in its applica-
tion, whatever strain we may have put upon it in our efforts
toward territorial aggrandizement or otherwise, its principles
are, perhaps, as dear to our people to-day as they ever were
during any period of our glorious history. Indeed, I know of
nothing except our own homes and firesides, our institutions,
our rights and liberties for which we would lay down our lives
more readily than for this doetrine, proclaimed by an American
President even when we were weak among the nations of the
world ; and should it be assailed to-day 80,000,000 of Americans
would rise up in its defense.

But again, where and how would it be defended? Not, per-
haps, on American soil, but mainly in the waters and in the sec-
tion just mentioned. To the westward and the southward of
the Caribbean Sea would lie the object of attack, while our
Gulf commerce and that of the Caribbean Sea would, if unde-
fended, fall an easy prey to an enemy with a stronger navy.
Hence the importance of these waters in a strategic sense, and
hence the necessity for every facility at these far southern ports
for the repairing and supplying of the ships of our Navy that
must constantly assemble in and patrol these waters.

The Navy Department now for a greater part of the year,
even in times of peace, keeps a large fleet in these waters.
Almost every winter one is sent thither for the purpose of
maneuvering, practicing, and otherwise familiarizing the officers
and men with the scenes where their services may be needed,
where naval battles may be fought in the future. 8o that navy-
vards and dry-dock facilities are as greatly needed there as
anywhere else along the thousands of miles of our immense
seacoast.

Suppose, Mr. Chairman, a vessel should be injured in the
Straits of Florida or in the southern part of the Gulf of Mex-
ico, where would she go for her repairs if necessary for her to
go into a dry dock? Either to Charleston or Norfolk, six or
eight hundred miles up the Atlantie, or to Pensacola, on the
Gulf, or, rather, I should say, to New Orleans, six or seven
hundred miles, as the Pensacola dry dock, 5650 miles from Key
West, is, unfortunately it appears, not sufficiently large to ac-
commodate the great battle ships of our Navy. In fact, I am
told that the New Orleans dry dock is the only one in the ‘South-
ern States that can accommodate a first-class battle ship. True
it is that the Government—at least so I am informed—is con-
structing a dry dock at Guantanamo, its naval station on the
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southern coast of Cuba, but this, when completed, will be as far
from the Straits of Florida and the southern part of the Gulf as
Charleston and New Orleans. So the gituation will be only
partly relieved by the construction of a dry dock at Guanta-
namo.

Now, Mr. Chairman, to send a damaged vessel so far for re-
pairs would entail great loss of time and money. Besides, in
time of war such a course might invite disaster, as it would
not be safe at all times to send a wounded ship alone over
such a distance. In fact, such conditions might easily arise
in case of disaster to our fleet. Of course we do not expect
disaster. We have not, be it said to the honor of our Navy,
been defeated many times in battle upon the sea, and we all
indulge the hope and cherish the belief that it may never hap-
pen again. But it is well to be prepared, and we can not too
soon construct a dry dock in one or both of the harbors of
Key West and Tampa, each of which is among the finest in
the world. Admiral Endicott, in his testimony before the
House Committee on Naval Affairs early this year, said that
there should be three or four dry docks on the Gulf of Mexico.

The following important statement is to be found on page 567
of these hearings:

Admiral Expicorr. * * * I think the Government ought to
have three or four first-class dry docks on the Gulf of Mexico. There
is only one dock on the waters of the Gulf or on the waters tributary
to It, and that is the one at New Orleans. There is not a dock at
I'ensacola to-day that will take anything over 10,000 tons—that is,
a floating dry dock. 1 think when the dock at Charleston is com-
glotnd there will not be anything south of that which will take any

attle ship except the New Orleans dock. There is a long stretch of
coast that has no facilities for docking a battle ship.

Now, Mr. Chairman, on the Atlantie, north of Charleston, these
dry docks are placed on an average of about 150 miles apart.
Tampa and Key West are more than 200 miles apart, so that
one Government dry dock at each place, in addition to the one
at Pensacola, could properly be constructed, while the meager
facilities at Pensacola should be augmented by the construction
of a graving dock there.

Why, Mr. Chairman, the committee ought even here and now
to remedy the mistake to which I have called attention, for mis-
take it is. not to give us the dry-dock facilities recommended by
Admiral Endicott in those southern waters. But I would have
but little hope at present of inducing the Naval Committee to
accept an amendment, if T should offer one, entailing such an
expenditure as would be requisite for the construction of even
one of these docks. 8o I shall for the present let the matter
rest, with the hope that this able committee may see its way
clear at the next session of Congress to remedy these mistakes.

I now come to the amendment which I have offered, and
in connection with what I may say regarding it I wish to read
from the hearings had before the Committee on Naval Affairs
the statement of Admiral Endicott, or a part of it, upon the im-
portance of having navy-yards and dry docks at the places men-
tioned. I ought to say, Mr. Chairman, that my amendinent does
not embrace all the recommendations of the Navy Department,
and I have included only those which Admiral Endicott said at
the hearings ought to go into this bill, and which have been left
out by the committee, whether wisely or unwisely it will be for
the House to say. The entire amount of these recommendations
was upward of $200,000, but these were reduced by him at the
hearings to the items and figures as they appear in the amend-
went, these items being considered by him as more urgent.

There is a navy-yard at Key West, but not a dry dock. That
navy-yard there, Mr. Chairman, has cost a good deal of money.
I see that Admiral Endicott fixes its value at upward of $900-
000. But it is, perhaps, including the land and the improve-
ments there, of more value than the amount of money it origi-
nally cost.

Mr. RIXEY. How far is it from Pensacola?

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is about 550 miles, as I recollect now.
I now read from the testimony of Admiral Endicott, to show
the importance of this naval station at Key West. The im-
portance of navy-yards and the alleged practice of diverting
work that it was claimed should be done at one navy-yard to
another was under consideration when the following colloquy
between the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr, Litiey] and
Admiral Endicott occurred :

Mr. Lirrey. It may indieate that we have too many navy-yards.
Do you not thing that if we were a private enterprise lnsteady of a
zreat Government we would concentrate more and spend that money
n large navy-yards and put it all into one and make one first-class
establishment on each ecoast?

Admiral Expicorr. 1 think a Private establishment would do that,
becanse it is much more economical; but in a milltary establishment
it Is a great convenlence, and very Important fre?uently. to have
naval stations at different polnts along four coust. In case of a war
which involved very active operations in the Caribbean Sea, for in-
stance, or Im South America, it would be wvery Important to have
good, efficient naval stations on the nearest coasts. t would save a
great deal of time and money.

And Key West, Mr. Chairman, and the southern portion of
Florida is near this territory.

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, sir. X

Mr. LILLEY of Connecticut. I also asked Admiral Endi-
cott—I do not see it in the hearings here, but I recollect very
distincetly I asked the question—whether or not he thought it
would not be better to abolish two stations on the Gulf and make
one first-class yard either at Key West, Pensacola, or New Or-
leans, and he said he thought it would. I asked him where that
first-class yard ought to be established, and he stated at Pen-
sacola.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Well, T have not come across that yet.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Does that suit you?

Mr. SPARKMAN. But I am under the impression that before
I get through, if the committee will indulge me till I finish the
statement of Admiral Endicott on that point—it is not very
lengthy—it will be seen that the admiral did not speak ad-
visedly when he made that answer, because he says some-
thing else different, I think, from that statement to which the
gentleman has just called attention. Perhaps the statement to
which the gentleman refers is what immediately follows. I will
read it:

Mr. Linrey. I notice that we have navy-yards at Portsmouth, Bos-
ton, New York, Philadelphla, Charleston, Key West, Pensacola, Nor-
folk, and that there are large appropriations for them all. Would
not the work be done more economleally if there were, say, not over
half as manﬁ yards on the Atlantic coast?

Admiral Expicorr. It might be done more economically from the
standpoint of peace entirely; but I think it is good policy to make a
few of the yards larger.

Mr. LiLLEy. That was my idea on that..

Admiral Expicorr. Some of these yards are second and third class
yards. It%‘hey are small establishments, and the regular current expenses
are small,

The repairing of ships at navy-yards keeps the plants in better con-

dition for the heavy strain on them in case of emergen

cy—in case of
war. If you did your repairing outside, as well as your building, the
yards would run

OWIn.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I really would like to

have sufficient time to finish reading what I desire to read here

from Admiral Endicott's statement, which is only a page or two.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent
that he may finish his remarks. Is there objection? [After a
pause.] The Chair hears none, .

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am not accustomed to
taking up the time of the House unnecessarily and I shall only
detain it a few minutes longer. On page 544 of the hearings,
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Roperts] asked a ques-
tion in regard to grouping dry docks at one point, the answer
to which is as much an argument in favor of a well-equipped
navy-yard as a dry dock; hence I read it:

Mr. RoBERTS. In regard to g‘rc:uphngl them at one point.

Admiral Expicorr. Well, there ought to be enough- dry docks at an
Important navy-yard to admit of taking out a squadron and cleaning
an ainting their bottoms immediately. There ought to be several
dry docks at a point like New York or Boston or Norfolk or Mare
Island, for instance. I think each one of those yards ought to have
several dry docks. There are times when youn can not disperse your
squadron or fleet and send some vessels to Boston and some to New
York and some to Norfolk, and so on, for docking. They may be in
a harbor where they ean not get out unless they go together. The
E]ngllsh navy has twenty-one dry docks in the Portsmouth navy-yard
flone. K

I also read the following extracts from pages 566-569 of the
hearings :

The CHAIRMAN. Now we go to * Naval station, Ke;
Dredging and filling in, $50,000.,” We gave you $15,00

Admiral Expicorr. Yes.

Mr. MEYER. Admiral, is it intended to equip this as a complete navy-

West, Fla.:
last year.

yard?

Admiral Expicorr. Oh, no. It was found during the Spanish war
that it was a very important t, and there were very few facilities
%tt:el;e.u We had to go out and rent property outside of the Navy at

at time,

So you see the admiral does regard Key West as a very im-
portant place.
Lh:?. BuTLER. Do you know how that place is defended at the preslent

time

Admiral Expicorr. The War Department has a fortlfication at Key
West, and there is also a fort at Dry Tortugas.

The CHATRMAN. This looks like bullding up a station here.
in all for over $200,000.

Admiral Expicorr. We have a large coaling station, and we have a
steam-engineering bullding and a construction building,

Mr. Mvpp. What do you construct?

Admiral Expicorr. Vessels go there for repair.

Mr. LoUDENSLAGER. How many vessels were there last year? Do
you know?

Admiral ExpicorT. 1 conld not tell you.

Mr. LoupENsLAGER. The record shows that year before last there
were two vessels there, and they remained a total of eight days, the
two of them. :

Admiral Exprcorr. During the Spanish war that was made a post
and the fleet was there a long time under Admiral Remey.

And, as further information, I will say that for the past three

You ask
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years the record shows about two ships in each year went to
Algiers, in the Mississippl River, for repairs.

Mr. LovpExsuAGER. Could not this all go out without any harm?
Admiral Expicort. It ought not to; it is an important station.
Mr. Mupp. What is the purpose of this dredging-—what is it needed

for?

Admiral Exprcorr. Filling the land up to the grade, and also to
make a good depth of water in front.

Mpr. Mupp. Isn't there just enough now along the front?

Admiral Expicorr. There is at the coal whart.

Mr. LiLLey. Can you improve land cheaper than igmt can buy it?

Admiral Exprcorr. We had the same land there, but it was too low.

Mr, Mupp. You have degth enough at the coal wharf. What other
vessels will there be there

Admiral Expicorr. There were numerous vessels there during the
Spanish war, and they all lald out in the harbor, so the communication
was by means of lighters and tugs.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, gentlemen, T don't know how you feel about
this, but there is the commandant's quarters, the dispensary, the cen-
tral beating plant, the grading and fencing, the marine rallway, the
foundry, and the steam engineering. Why not take it all out? It
means a new navy-yard, in my judgment.

But, Mr. Chairman, there is now a navy-yard there, valued at
nearly a million dollars, as we have seen.

Mr. LovpENSLAGER. I second that motion.

Mr. Rixgy. How far is that from Pensacola?

Admiral Expicorr. It must be over 300 miles.

Mr. Krfcmix, Is this the closest place you have to Panama—the
closest station?

Admiral Expicorr. On our own territory.

The Admiral was then asked by the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. Mever] the following:

Will there not be an estimate here very soon for a dry dock there?

To which the Admiral answered :

There might be some time in the future, but not In my time,

The Admiral did not here do himself justice. He did not for
the moment consider just how young he is. He will, T am sure,
live long enough to see a dry dock there and to supervise and
control it for many years, as he does so ably those now in his
charge.

I think the Government ought to have three or four first-class dry
docks on the Gulf of Mexico. There is only one dock on the waters of
the Gulf or on the waters trlbutarg to it, and that is the one at New
Orleans. There is not a dock at Pensacola to-day that will take any-
thing over 10,000 tons—that is, a floating dry dock. I think when the
dock at Charleston Is completed there will not be anything south of
that which will take any battle ship except the New Orleans dock.
There is a long stretch of coast that has no facilities for docking a
battle ship.

- Now, Mr. Chairman, I might read further, but I will not
take up the time of the committee to do so. Enough has been
read to show the importance of Key West as a naval station.
I will repeat that the items embraced in this amendment are
those recommended by Admiral Endicott in his report and in
these hearings. The committee cut them down, but in my judg-
ment they acted unswisely, and this amendment should go
through as it has been submitted to the House.

Mr. Chairman, we need all these facilities in time of peace,
but still more in time of war. And wars we will have in the
future, as in the past. I am not so optimistic as some gentle-
men here, I know the world is growing better day by day, that
we are continually reaching higher ground in civilization’s
upward march, but we are not yet nearing that point in the
upward trend of progress where nations, learning -war no
more, will * beat their swords into plowshares and their spears
into pruning hooks.” There is yet a great deal of the *old
Adam ” in man.

Cupidity and greed are not yet strangers to the human char-
acter, and the lust of power and desire for territorial aggran-
dizement are still potent, if not pernicious, features in the
national life; and until these can be curbed or satiated we can
not reach that point in national development when nations will
serionsly and effectually agree that peaceful arbitration shall
take the place of the arbitrament of the sword. Until then we
must be prepared to meet aggression with defensive methods,
hostile encroachment by other nations with battle ships and
armed battalions. Hence the necessity, 1 fear, yet a while for
a strong navy among other defensive measures.

By this I do not mean a navy as strong as Great Britain's,
for we will probably never have her as an antagonist. She is
more likely to be our ally in any great armed conflict. But in
any event it will be necessary to have a naval establishment
proportionate, at least, to a degree, in strength to those of the
more powerfal nations, if for no other purpose than that of
keeping the peace and enforcing the edicts of an international
board of arbitration, if the nations are to have one.

So, Mr. Clwiirman, as we are to possess a navy, we should do
whatever is necessary to keep it up to that degree of efficiency
demanded by the exigencies of our position among the nations
of the earth. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Florida. ¢

The question was taken; and the amendment was rejected.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like permission
to extend my remarks in the Recorp.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, I would make the same request.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the requests of the
gentlemen? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

The Clerk read as follows:

Navy-yard, Mare Island, Cal.: Railroad system, extension, $5,000;
eleciric-plant system, extension, $£5,000: improvement of channel In
Mare Island Strait, to complete, $100,000; sewer system, extenslons,
£3,000; gav[nsl' and grading, to continue, $35,000; heating system, exten-
sion, $5,000; improvements to building No. 165, $4,000: Improvements
and repairs, steam engineering, buildings, $15,000; bridge between
buildings 45 and 65, $1,000; in all, navy-yard, Mare Island, $143,000. :

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. I will not detain the House but a moment. I wish
to place in the Rlecorp letters from the War and Navy Depart-
ments, showing the success, up to this time, of the work now
under way for the improvement of the channel leading to the
Mare Island Navy-Yard. In view of the fact that a mistaken
impression has prevailed in some quarters relative to the depth
of water, my purpose in presenting these letters is to forever
set at rest any such misapprehension. The facts are that the
success of the project now being carried ount, and which was
proposed by the House Committee on Naval Affairs, is proving
more successful even than anticipated.

These letters from the War and Navy Departments demon-
strate beyond a question that the channel leading to the Mare
Island Navy-Yard contains, at nearly every point, fully 30 feet
og water at mean low tide, a depth suflicient to take any ship
afloat.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr.
Kxowraxp] asks unanimous consent to print in the REcorp, in
connection with his remarks, letters bearing upon the situation
at the navy-yard, Mare Island, Cal. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The letters referred to are as follows:

WAR DEPARTMENT,
TWashington, March 22, 1906.

DEAR Sim: Answering your letter of 5Gth instant, in which you ask
to be advised as to the Increase of depth in the channel to the Mare
Island Navy-Yard, Cal.,, I beg to inform you that the local engi-
neer officer, Colonel Heuer, to whom the matter was referred, reports
under date of 13th instant, as follows:

“A channel, 30 feet deep at low tide and 300 bottom width, has been
completed, by dredging, through S8an Pahlo Bay, California. The depth

rior to improvement was 19 feet at low water. 'The depth has there-
ore been increased by 11 feet,

“There Is another channel in Mare Island Strait which is being im-
proved under the direction of the Navy Department. Of the conditio
of the latter channel this office has no official information.” 4

Yery respectfully,
RoBERT SHAW OLIVER,
Assistant Secretary of War.
Hon. J. R. KXOWLAND,
House of Representatives.
NAvY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, May 2, 1906.

Sir: Replying to your letter of the 27th ultimo, requesting informa-
tion as to the progress of work under the direction of the Navy Depart-
ment on the channel in Mare Igland Stralt, I have the honor to inclose
herewith, for your information, a copy of the latest report from the
commandant, na'v[ylyarq. Mare Island, dated March 10, 1906, inclosing
one from the civil engineer at that navy-yard, showing the results on
the lmp‘rovement of Mare Island Strait.

fery respectfully, TruMAN H. NEWBERRY,
Acting Becratary.
Hon. J. R. ENowLAND, M. C.,-
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

COMMANDANT'S OFFICE,
Navy-Yard, Mare Island, Cal., March 9, 1906.

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith a copy of a report sub-
mitted by the ecivil engineer In regard to the improvement in Mare Is-
land Strait.

The commandant, from a personal examination of the channel, was
led to believe that there was an increase in the shallowest part of 4
feet since the improvement to the channel began. This bellef is cor-
roborated, as shown by the report of Civil Engineer Rousseau, above
mentioned, although there is considerable work yet to be done in the
strait before the improvements are fully completed.

desire to express the opinion that since the channel has been cut
across San Pablo flats, giving 30 feet of water at mean low tide, there
is no reason why the battle ship Oregon should not come to the navy-
yard to discharge her ammunition, In case that ship comes to San Fran-
eisco for such a purpose.

In this connection, I l)e}f to congratulate the Nav
the success which has followed the Inauguration o
to increase the depth of water in Mare Island Strait.

Yery respectfully,
B. H. McCALLA,

Rear-Admiral, U. 8. Navy,
Commandant Navy-Yard and Station.
The SECRETARY OF TIE NAVY,
Washington, D. C.
(Through the Burean of Navigation.)
The Clerk read as follows:
Navy-yard, Puget Sound, Washington: Sewer system, extensions,

3,000; to continue grading, £10,000; electric-light plant, extensions,
5,000 ; water system, extensions, $2,500; heating system, extenslons,

Department upon
thg in.:prc.wemeuts
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and walks, extensions,
$1,250,000), $100,000;

:4,000; dredging, to econtinue, $10,000: roads
in all,

i ool s gl et R i 0 8
i o =
nnvy-y;yrd. Puget Sound, Washington, $141,000. e %

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Joxes] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

In line 17 strike out “ ten" and insert * thirty.”

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Chairman, in connection
with this amendment I simply want to say a few words in ref-
erence to the matter of dredging at this yard. I think rather
inadvertently a wrong impression was conveyed in the hearings
by the testimony of Admiral Endicott, although, if you read all
of his testimony, it makes it perfectly plain. It seems that when
questioned by the committee he stated that they would need at
this yard for dredging the next few years something like a hun-
dred thousand dollars, and other remarks were made which
seemed to convey the impression to some of the members of the
committee that a large sum of money would be required for
dredging. My friend the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Burrer] stated in the committee:

1 am disappointed to learn of the enormous amount of dredging that
is in prospect to enable us to get our ships up to the wharves there to
handle them as we e t to handle them in a navy-yard. I was in-
formed by a member of this committee that this was the most desirable

Ince for a navy-yard in the United States on account of the great
Septh of water and the possibility of bringing the ship up close to
the shore. -

In answer to that Admiral Endicott made the proper statement :

That is true so far as getting the ship in there is concerned; it Is
a fine harbor, a fine channel; and the 8 lgs in the Navy could lie in
there any day. But we must fill out or build piers out to this deep
water, and that is true in all of the yards.

In ancther part of his testimony Admiral Endicott gives the
impression they may have to dredge out quite a long distance
from the shore in order to reach deep water. As a matter of
fact, all of the dredging that has been necessary at Puget Sound
Navy-Yard, and all the dredging that will be necessary at the
yard in the future, is simply the dredging near the shore or
along the wharves or piers in order to make proper docking
facilities. Of course this would be expected at any location, I
think, vou would find anywhere in the country, and this is so
stated by Admiral Endicott. I do not think that you can find
any harbor where vessels can go right up to the shore and find
dockage facilities made there by nature, and we have never
claimed for the Puget Sound Navy-Yard that vessels can come
up there and tie up to stumps or trees on the shore line. It is
to the advantage of the yard that the deep water does not go
up so close to the shore, because it wounld make the construc-
tion of wharves and the building of piers much more expensive
than it is now. As a matter of fact, all of the dredging that
ever has been or ever will be necessary at this yard is simply
done for the purpose of deepening the channel along the wharves
or piers and for berthing purposes.

By building these wharves and piers out a distance of four
or five hundred feet you come to water 30 to 33 feet deep.
If the water were as deep as that up to the shore line it would
make the construction of the wharves and piers much more ex-
pensive. It seems to me it is really an advantage in the run-
ning of wharves out something like four or five hundred feet
and getting 33 feet of water, and then dredge along the side of
the wharf, and get plenty of berthing room and docking room
for the vessel. Of course if you were to build the wharves and
plers out to deep water, and then extend them in opposite direc-
tions, no dredging at all would be necessary. It is better, how-
ever, and cheaper to build the docks and piers out as far as is
desired and then dredge alongside, making dockage facilities.

The amount of money expended in this way for dredging, as
given by Admiral Endicott, is $40,000; and I have a letter from
the Secretary of the Navy stating how this money has been ex-
pended—that is, the manner of and purpose of the dredging—
and I desire to call the attention of the committee to these facts.
The appropriations made were, $20,000 on March 4, 1898;
$10,000, April 27, 1904, and $10,000, March 3, 1905. One thou-
sand cubic yards of material were removed from the channel
gouth and in the immediate vicinity of the masonry entrance to
the dry dock. Work was commenced December 8, 1902, and
finished December 13, 1902, at a total cost of $1,150.

That was an expenditure right at or near the mouth of the
dock simply to make the entrance much more easy; and I
want to call the attention of the committee to this fact, that
when the dredging is done once at this yard it does not have to
be done again. There is no filling up. There is no sediment car-
ried in the waters of that harbor, and therefore no deposit after
the channel is made.

XL—47

Second, a berthing site for the United States receiving ship
Philadelphia, 400 feet long and 100 feet wide, was dredged out-
side of the southerly end of wharf. Work was begun March 15
and completed March 21, 1904, at a total cost of $3,600.

Now, we do not claim that there are natural berthing sites
there for vessels. Some little preparation has to be made here,
as at any other yard.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. JONES of Washington. T ask for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

Mr. JONES of Washington. In connection with the contract
for the construction of the coaling plant and wharf, an area on
each side of the wharf, measuring 100 feet wide by 450 feet
long, was dredged to a depth of 30 feet during December, 1902,
and February, March, and April, 1903, at a cost of $11,000.

That shows that on completing the plant, the coal plant and
wharf, a channel was dredged alongside, and this furnishes
splendid facilities for coaling and unloading vessels.

Then, under a contract dated August 14, 1905, 61,196 cubic
yards of material were dredged from the site of a new pler.

Now, that shows the character of dredging that is necessary
at this yard and the character of dredging that will be neces-
sary in the future. There is no dredging necessary for the
channel ; no trouble about bringing vessels into the yard. The
greatest vessels that will ever be built can come to this yard
under their own steam without any danger of grsunding.
What other yard in the country can be reached in this way?
No dredging will be required for an anchorage basin. The
navies of the world can lie at anchor there just as it is now.
Simply for the purpose of comparison, I desire to call the atten-
tion of the committee to the report of the Navy Department
showing the amount of money expended at the different navy-
yards for dredging. At Boston, $115,000; at League Island,
$855,000; Mare Island, $420,000; New York, $155,000; Norfolk,
§45,000; Pensacola, $75,000; Port Royal, $256.000; Portsmouth,

774,000, and Puget Sound, $40,000.

I assume that this does not take into account anything ex-
pended under the river and harbor appropriations for the dredg-
ing out of channels in order that vessels may get up to the
different yards, which in many cases has been very large. So
that I take it, gentlemen, there is no site in the couniry better
located in connection with deep water or with better channel
approach or better anchorage basin than this navy-yard—in
fact, I know of none that will compare with the navy-yard at
Puget Sound in these respects. I am glad to see that the com-
mittee has incorporated in this bill a provision for a dry dock
at this yard. It is certainly very much needed. I had the
pleasure of calling the attention of the committee to this im-
provement when the last bill was being considered, and I am
much pleased that the committee has so fully appreciated the
great necessity of having an additional dock as to incorporate a
provision for it in this bill. As Admiral Endicott says in his
testimony, it is the only yard with a dock on the Pacific where
a battle ship has ever been docked or could be docked up to the
present time, and the necessity for a new and additional dock
is very great.

The committee have cut the appropriation for dredging down
from $30,000 to $10,000. I believe the committee has done the
best it could do, and in view of the fact that no large improve-
ments, aside from the dock, are provided for, I am inclined to
think the sum provided for dredging is sufficient, and shall not
press my amendment. Other improvements should be provided
for. A floating crane is needed. A blacksmith shop for con-
struction and repairs should be built. More piers are needed.
These, with other jmprovements, were urged by Admiral Endi-
cott and by us. The committee has not seen its way clear to
make provision for these in this bill. It has provided for the
most essential, the new dock, and I shall not further urge these
additional appropriations at this time. The building up of this
yard is not a local matter. It is of national concern, and as
such I have no doubt the committee considered it in reaching its
conclusions as to what should be done.

Mr. BUTLER of Pennsylvania. I only ask an opportunity to
say a word. I am very sorry indeed that an explosion of mine
should have invited the discussion that the gentleman has in-
dulged in. I was surprised that any dredging was needed at
this plant. Therefore I made the remark which he quoted.
After the witness, the Chief of Yards and Docks, had made his
explanation I was entirely satisfied. There is no place in the
United States which offers the natural inducements for a navy-
yard such as found at Bremerton, and I am greatly in its favor.
1 did not mean to complain, but praise.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am certainly delighted to
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. think that my remarks should have called forth such an ex-
pression.
The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Washington will be withdrawn.
There was no objection.
The Clerk read as follows:
Navy-yard, Pensacola, Fla.: Water system, T5.000; sewer sgstem:

£10,000; conduits and conductors for distribution of power, $5,000;
crib for wooden floating dry dock, $20,000; in all, navy-yard, Pensa-

cola, $140,000.

Mr. FOSS. I move to strike out the words “one hundred
and.” It is a clerical error.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 32, lines 3 and 4, strike out the words “ one hundred and;” so
that it will read * forty thousand.”

Mr. FOSS. That is to correct the total.
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Naval station, New Orleans, La.: Improvement of water front,
£40,000 ; levee improvement and grading, 10,000 ; machinery and tools
for yards and docks shog. $3,000; central electric light and power
plant, to complete, $50,000; rebuilding cross wharf, $10,000; strength-
ening approaches to floating dock, $9,500; rallroad system, $5,000;
underground conduit system, $5,000; drainage system, $8,000; saw-
mill, at shop, and storage for construction and repair, $60,000;
toward the construction of street around naval station in lieu of Pat-
terson street, $15,000; in all, navy-yard, New Orleans, $215,500.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out,
commencing with the word “toward,” in line 15, down to and
including * dollars,” in line 17.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 32, in lines 15, 16, and 17, strike out the words “ toward the
construction of street around naval station in lieu of Patterson street,

5,000,

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the at-
tention of the committee to the fact that this appropriation of
$15,000 to construct a street around a naval station can not be
found in the estimates subniitted to Congress. I have carefully
examined the testimony of the Chief of the Bureau of Yards
and Docks, and I find no reference whatever to this item. In
his testimony the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks says
that the entire plant at New Orleans is valued at $1,091,000,
$815,000 of which is invested in a dry dock. It is proposed here
to put a $15,000 street around a navy-yard valued at $1,091,000,
$815,000 of which is invested in a dry dock; and if I be not
mistaken, it is a floating dry dock. :

This paragraph is very Instructive to anyone who will ana-

. lyze its provisions. The total estimates for improvements
under the Bureau of Yards and Docks at the navy-yard at New
Orleans submitted to Congress this year amounted to $270,000.
The committee has allowed $215,000. The total estimates for
improvements at the New York Navy-Yard this year amounted
to $380,000; the committee allowed $128,000. Last year $382,000

. was appropriated for improvements at the navy-yard at New

- York, $95,000 for the navy-yard at New Orleans. Let me call

attention to the significance of these figures. In the construec-
tion department at New York last year the maximum number of
men employed was 3,355, the minimum, 2,786. The average in
this one bureau alone was 3,049. Now, what would the commit-
tee suppose was the number of men employed at New Orleans?

Mr. MEYER. Does the gentleman mean that he is dissatis-
fied with the appropriation made for the New York Navy-Yard?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Not at all. If I had been dissatisfied

I should have offered amendments at that point; although my

experience in the past convinced me that it is hopeless for
me to offer amendments to obtain appropriations for improve-
ments at that place. But that does not prevent me from let-
ting the committee see one of the means by which money is
gquandered in this bill. I spoke of the number of men em-
ployed in one bureau at the navy-yard in New York. Let me
state the figures with regard to the navy-yard at New Orleans.

Only one bureau does any work there. That is the Bureau of

Construction and Repair., The maximum number of men em-

ployed there last year was 110. The minimum number was

13. The average number, 39, And yet they submit here a

recommendation for yard improvements to cost $215,000. More
than that, minor repairs were made upon two vessels at that
navy-yard. Let me contrast that with the navy-yard at New

York, and I merely take the yard at New York because I

am more familiar with what is done there. I am somewhat
better acquainted with what is accomplished there than else-
where. Five vessels are there under construction. Minor re-
pairs were made upon forty-three, and what are called * impor-
tant repairs,” made on twenty-four vessels. These figures are
not my own; they are taken from the official reports of the
Navy Department. I understand that the navy-yard at New

Orleans—if my information be not inaceurate—is from 15 to 40
feet below the levee. I am not sure of the exact figures. The
probability is that some night the levee will break and every-
thing invested there will be swept out into the Gulf.

Mr. Chairman, if I had an opportunity to determine how these
other items might properly be cut down, I would offer amend-
ments to reduce them. I respectfully submit that at least upon
this showing the Committee on Naval Affairs will not ask this
committee to appropriate $15,000 to build a street around this
navy-yard, an item which is not found in the estimates submit-
ied in the Book of Estimates, which was not mentioned by the
Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks, so far as I can ascer-
tain in his testimony, and which, in my judgment, is done not
for the benefit of the navy-yard, but for the benefit of the city of
New Orleans. .

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. TAWNEY. I ask that the gentleman’s time may be ex-
tended for one minute. I want to ask him a question.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will be so extended.

Mr. TAWNEY. Can you or any member of the committee
inform the Committee of the Whole as to whether or not the
Government owns the land on which this street is to be con-
structed around the navy-yard?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I do not know.

Mr. FOSS. It is on navy-yard ground. I will say that we
took a street which belongs to the city, that ran right straight
through the navy-yard, in front of the dock; or, I will say, be-
tween the floating dock and the shops. We thought that it would
be no more than fair to build a road around, inasmuch as we
had taken the main street, the main artery of travel, away
from the city.

Mr. FITZGERALD. In the city of New York, in the Bor-
ough of Brooklyn, the Government has a navy-yard consisting
of more than 118 acres. It has the fee of the sidewalk, at
least of the street, and in all of the years that it has had that
it has never even put down a pavement upon the part of the
street that is used for foot passengers; and if the committee
is going to recommend the building of streets and putting down
pavements, the least it might do is to commence at a place
where some use can be made of such things.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I want to say a word. Of course,
the committee provides for the navy-yards, and they need it.
The New York Navy-Yard is the greatest yard in the United
States, and in the years that are past we have spent in the
neighborhood of $20,000,000—— L E

Mr. FITZGERALD. Oh, no; the gentleman is mistaken; I
have the figures here. :

Mr. FOSS (continuing). That is a first-class yard, of course,
and in good condition. There is no necessity of making large
appropriations for it all the time. The yard at New Orleans
is a new yard; it was authorized by Congress a few years ago,
and we are putting it in shape where we can do more work than
was done during the last fiscal year. :

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman state how much is
expected to be spent there in order that it may do any appreci-
able amount of work?

Mr. FOSS. It is merely repair work.

Mr. FITZGERALD. It has been that since 1849,

Mr. FOSS. Oh, no; it's only during the last few years that
we have got a small repair station there, and that is all we are
going to have.

Mr. FITZGERALD. That is evident from the fact that the
average number of men employed there was thirty-nine last
year.

Mr. FOSS. That shows plainly that the yard is not in a con-
dition to do work, and therefore it needs more appropriations.

Mr. MEYER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Frrzeerarp], who seems to have constituted himself censor,
or we might even say the scold, of the House, in his statement
shows that, while he may sometimes have good information, he
much more frequently has misinformation, as is evidenced by
his remarks in this case. He should know the cause why so
little work has been done at the New Orleans station arises from
the incompleteness of the establishment. The largest steel
floating dock in this country is located there, available for
the docking of vessels. The station being new, the machine
shops, construction and repair shop, and other necessary tools
are not ready to operate, and the appropriations herein pro-
posed will contribute to their completion and the efficiency of
the yard. The comparison which the gentleman makes between
the New York Navy-Yard and that at New Orleans must strike
one familiar with the situation as almost absurd and ridiculous.
The New York yard is the largest in this country—we may say,
a completed station. It has been fostered for many years, and
the statement of the gentleman regarding the amount appro-
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priated for it shows conclusively that it does not meed much
more than it has already. The New Orleans yard is still in
embryo. Since I have been a member of the Naval Committee
the New York yard has received ample appropriations yearly,
and the complaint which the gentleman makes that he has
found it useless to seek additional ones is, I am sure, entirely
unfounded.

Now, as to the provision for the street at the New Orleans
yard. The gentleman complains that he finds no estimate for it

- in the general estimates. That is true, because at the time the

estimates were submitted, some time between October and No-
vember last, it was not known how much would be required.
In fact, it was supposed that a very moderate sum would be
needed for the purpose. The street, I will take ocecasion to say,
is on Government property, within the bounds of the navy-yard.
In evidence that it has received consideration by the Department,
I send to the Clerk's desk a letter from the Secretary of the
Navy on that subject.

The Clerk read as follows:

NAVY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, May 8, 1306,

8in: Referring to your re%uest for the views of this Department re-
garding the appropriation of $15,000 embraced in the pending naval
appropriation bill toward the construction and improvement of the
street or streets in lien of Patterson street at the naval station in New
Orleans, La., you are advised that in view of the proposed cession by
the city of New Orleans of Patterson street on the river front of sald
station, and its importance and value to the station and value to the
publie, it is deemed proper and just that the public should have a good
street or streets in place thereof as an outlet.

The city engineer of New Orleans, after a careful examination, esti-

' mates the cost thereof to be $38,005.43. It is the opinion of the De-

partment, based upon a personal inspection by the Assistant Secretery
of the Navy, that the work might be done efficiently, although not as
well, for a less amount. The sum of $15,000 proposed to appro-
priated appears reasonable, and the Department recommends that this
amount be appropriated accordingly.

Very respectfully, TrUMAN . NEWBERRY,
Acting Secretary.
Hon., ApoL.PH MEYER, M. C.,
Member Committee on Naval Affairs

»
House of Representatives,

Mr. MEYER. In further explanation, Mr. Chairman, permit
me to quote from a report made by the Committee on Naval
Affairs of the House in the Fifty-eighth Congress (Report No.
4001), which is similar to the report made by Mr. HALE, of the
Senate:

The Commlittee on Naval Affairs, having had under consideration the
bill (H. R. 18363) authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to construct
a drained road at the naval station, New Orleans, La., report the

same favorably with the recommendation that it do pass.

- The following letter in commendation thereof is adopted as the
committee's report:
= NAvY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, December 6, 190}.

. 81r: The act maktnﬁ apprcprlattons for the naval service for the
fiscal year endinilune 0, 1905 (32 Stats., 336), under the subheadings
“ Pubiic works, Burean of Docks and Yards, navy-yards and stations,”
etc, and * Naval station, New Orleans, La.," appropriates the sum of

2,(5[;0 for “closing Pattison [Patterson] street, Saux lane, and
grading.

Patterson street runs along the water front of the Mississippl River
between the United States naval station property, Alglers, La., and the
levee. The maintenance of this street as a public hizhway being in-
compatible with the use of the station for naval purposes, the Depart-
ment songht and has obtained a cession from the city authorities under
which the strest may be closed. In granting this cession, however, the
city anthorities have stipulated that a roadway be provided around the
naval property, in order that a suitable thoroughfare for the accommo-
dation of public traffic may be maintained.

This Department is advised by the Attorney-General that by the ces-
sion above mentioned the United States will obtain a valid title to the
portions of the bed of 1’atterson street now lying between the naval
reservation and the river * upon the performance of the conditions"
set forth In the city ordinances making the cession.

Secretary of the Navy Charles J. Bonaparte, in a letter of
April 3 last, also recommends the construction of this street on
the lines indicated.

Patterson street runs along the water front of the Missis-
sippi River, as has been stated, and the land is very valuable.
The Government receives far more than it grants—in fact, it
grants nothing at all, since the new street is within the bound-
aries of its station.

The gentleman from New York reflects upon the committee’s
manner of doing business. Nearly every one of them has equal
regard for the interests of the Government and far wider ex-
perience than he. It ill becomes him to indulge in such criti-
cism.

As to his comments on the value and eondition of the New
Orleans Station, that its location is 40 feet below the level of
the water, and so on, I will in charity attribute it to his effort
to be funny or sarcastic; in either case, a most lamentable
failure.

I commend him to the history of the legislation for its estab-
Iishment. If he reads it, he will issue from it * a wiser, if not a
better man.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gquestion is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York. -

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
FirzcERALD) there were—ayes 9, noes 45,

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Steel floating dry dock: Steel floating dry dock (to cost $1,250,000
$100,000, g dry ( $ 3 )s

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of order

on that paragraph.
i1\11'. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do now
rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. CruMpPAcKER, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the naval appropria-
tion bill and had come to no resolution thereon.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

Mr. WACHTER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills
and joint resolution of the following titles, when the Speaker
signed the same: .

H. R. 13946. An act for the relief of Charles L. Allen;

II. J. Res. 134, Joint resclution authorizing the construection
and maintenance of wharves, piers, and other structures in Lake
Michigan, adjoining certain lands in Lake County, Ind.;

H. R.18204. An act to authorize the Northampton and Hali-
fax Bridge Company to construct a bridge across Roanoke River
at or near Weldon, N. C.; and

H. . 15095. An act anthorizing the condemnation of lands or
easements needed in connection with works of river and harbor
improvements at the expense of persons, companies, or corpora-
tions.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of
the following titles:

S.5498. An act granting additional lands _from the Fort
Douglas Military Reservation to the University of Utah;

8.5796. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge
across the Missouri River and to establish it as a post-road;

8. 4976. An act to grant certain land to the State of Minnesota
to be used for the construction of a sanitarium for the treat-
ment of consumptives; and

8. 2296. An act restoring to the public domain certain lands
in the State of Minnesota.

SENATE BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bill and joint resolution
of the following titles were taken from the Speaker’'s table and
referred to their appropriate committees, as indieated below :

S.5989. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge
across the Missouri River in Broadwater and Gallatin counties,
Mont.—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

S. R. 54. Joint resolution authorizing a change in the weighing
of the mails in the fourth section—to the Committee on the
Post-Office and Post-Roads.

JOHN W. HAMMOND,

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States; which, with the accom-
panying document, was ordered printed, and referred to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions:

To the House of Representatives:

In compliance with the resolution of the House of Representatives

(the Senate concurring) of May 9, 1906, I return herewith House bill

No. 8948, entitled “An act granting an Increase of pension to John W.
Hammond."

THE WHITE House, May 10, 1506.

RBEPRINT OF BILL.

Mr. BENNET of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent for the reprint of the bill H. R. 11943, the supply of
which has been exhausted.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. WILLIAMS. T object.

Mr. BENNET of New York.
reprint of the bill be granted.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state to the gentleman from
New York that in the judgment of the Chair a bill can be re-
printed only by unahimous consent or by interposition and on
report of the Committee on Printing. The Chair does not say
it can be done in that way, but it possibly can.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

The SPEAKER laid before the House the request of Mr.
Bowersock for a leave of absence for ten days on account of
important business,

THEODORE ROOSEVELT.

Mr. Speaker, I move that the
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Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the request be
granted.
The motion was agreed to.
ADJOURNMENT.

Then (at 5 o'clock and 15 minutes p. m.), on motion of Mr.
Foss, the House adjourned until to-morrow at 12 o'clock m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com-
munieations were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred
as follows:

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans-
mitting the report of Charles M. Pepper on trade conditions in
the island of Cuba—to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
copy of a letter from the Secretary of War submitting an esti-
mate of appropriation for payment of certain claims for rent
of houses in the Philippines—to the Committee on Claims, and
ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the conclusions of fact and law in the French
spoliation eases relating fo the brig Rebecca, John B. Thurston,
master—to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed.

RBEPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol-
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered
to the Clerk, and referred to the several Calendars therein
named, as follows:

Mr. POWERS, from the Committee on the Territories, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13392) to
ratify, approve, and confirm an act of the legislature of the
Territory of Hawaii to authorize and provide for the construc-
tion, maintenance, and operation of a telephone system on the
island of Oahu, Territory of Hawali, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 4001); which said
bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole
Iouse on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were severally reported from committees,
delivered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the
Whole IHouse, as follows:

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (I. R. 4597) granting an increase
of pension to Martin Ellison, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 3937) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CAMPRELL of Kansas, from the Commitiee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6533)
granting a pension to Horace Salter, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3938) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DICKSON of Iilinois, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (II. . 11855) granting
an inerease of pension to Mary A. Shelly, reported the same with
amendment, aecompanied by a report (No. 3939) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

AMr. DRAPER, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12330) granting an in-
crease of pension to Hester A. Van Derslice, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3940) ; which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

AMr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 16272) granting an in-
crease of pension to William I». Willis, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3041) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
hill of the House (H. R. 16525) granting an.increase of pension
to M. A. Nash, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a repert (No. 3042) ; which said bill and report were referred
1o the Private Calendar. g

AMr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17825)
granting an increase of pension to Belivar Ward, reported the
same with smendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3043) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17891) granting an in-

crease of pension to Eliza M. Buice, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3945) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred_the bill of the House (H. R. 17920) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sallie E. Blanding, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3945) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17935) granting an in-
crease of pension to Andrew C. Woodward, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3946) ; which
sald bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. ATKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 17940) granting a pension
to Florence Tilton, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by & report (No. 3947) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (II. R. 18034) granting a pen-
sion to Mary A. Montgomery, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 3948) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 18073) granting an increase of pen-
sion to Mary McFarlane, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 3049) ; which said bill and re-
port were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R, 18106) granting an in-
crease of pension to Mary E. Patterson, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3930) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18262) granting an in-
crease of pension to John H. Broadway, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3051) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. ATKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18378) granting an in-
crease of pension to Martha A, Dunlap, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3952) ; which eaid
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Commitiee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18399) granting an in-
crease of pension to Pauline Bietry, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3053); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar. ;

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (IL. R. 18400) granting an increase of pension
to Elmira M. Gause, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 3954) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar,

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 18402) granting an increase of pension
to Luey W. Powell, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 3955) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18426) grant-
ing a pension to Elizabeth Hathaway, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3956) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 184G0) granting a pension
to B. F. Tudor, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 3957); which said bill and report were re-
ferred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (II. R. 18467) grant-
ing a pension to Rudolph W. H. Swendt, reported the same with
amendment, aecompanied by a report (No. 3958); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 18409) granting a pension to SBamuel C.
Dean, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 3959) ; which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

Mr. LONGWORTH, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18505) grant-
ing an increase of pension to M. Belle May, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3960); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18510) granting an in-




1906.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

6661

crease of pension to Hugh R. Rutledge, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3961) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the lHouse (II. R. 18539) granting an increase of pension
to Angeline IR. Lomax, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 3962) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DICKSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Homse (H. R. 18542)
granting an increase of pension to Sarah Ann Day, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 39G3) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18551) granting an in-
crease of pension to W. D. Drawn, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3964); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (II. R. 18572) granting an in-
crease of pension to Allamanza M. Harrison, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3965) ; which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

e also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (II. R. 18573) granting an increase of pen-
sion to John M. Quinton, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 3060); which said bill and re-
port were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (II. It 18605) grant-
::ﬁ]ttn increase of pension to Willlam Lawrence, reported the

e with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3967) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. AMES, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
-referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18627) granting an in-
crease of pension to Elizabeth A. Anderson, reported the same
with amendment, accomipanied by a report (No. 8968) ; which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. It 18633) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Jennie K. Belding, reported the
sane without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3969} ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18651) granting an increase
of pension to Elizabeth Thomas, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 3970) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pengions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18654)
granting an inerease of pension to R. D. Gardner, reported the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3971) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18696) grantinz an
increase of pension to Louisa C. Gibson, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3972) ; which
said bill and report were referred t> the Private Calendar,

He also, from the same committee, to which was referrel the
bill of the House (H. R. 18697) granting an increase of pension
to Martha L. Beasely, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 3073) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18730) granting an in-
crease of pension to W. C. Mahaffey, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3974) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BENNETT of Kentucky, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18746G)
granting an increase of pension to Isaace Howard, reported the
same withont amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3975) ;
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He al=o, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. IR. 18747) granting an increase of pension
to W. H. Colegate, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 8976) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar. '

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (II. R. 18794) granting an increase
of pension to William C. McRay, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 3977) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the HoEse (H. R. 18795) granting an increase of pension

to James E. Raney, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 3978) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18821) granting an in-
crease of pension to Eliza Jane Witherspoon, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3979) ; which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. AMES, fron} the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18822) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sophia 8. Parker, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3980) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. HOGG, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18862) granting an in-
crease of pension to Joseph H. Weaver, reported the samne with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3981) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Iouse (H. 2. 18887)
granting an increase of pension to Alexander W. Carruth, re-
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
2982) ; which said bill and report were referred to the Private
Calendar.

Mr. MACON, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18930) granting an in-
crease of pension to Eliza J. Mays, reported the smne with
amendment, accompanied by a repert (No. 2083) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, ATKEN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18935) granting an increase
of pension to Mima A. Boswell, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 3984) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the Heouse (H. R. 13966)
granting a pension to John W, Ward, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3985); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. McLAIN, from the Committee on Pensions, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. It. 19001) granting an increase
of pension to Elizabeth A. MecKay, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3986) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER, from the Committee on Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 1223) granting a
pension to Mary E. Bronaugh, reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 3087) ; which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 1739) granting a pension to Henry Sis-
trunk, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 3688) ; which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (S. 2194) granting a pension to William H,
Sweeney, jr., reported the same without amendment, nccom-
panied by a report (No. 3989) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar. :

Iie also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 3738) granting an increase of pension to
Lisania Judd, reported the same without amendment, nccom-
panied by a report (No. 3890) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Iie also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 4488) granting an increase of pension to
James F. Amis, reported the same without amendment, necom-
panied by a report (No, 8991) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar. i

Ile also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 5349) granting an increase of pension to
William H. H. Robinson, reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 8992) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 5536) granting a pension to Willinm O.
Clark, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a
report (No. 3993) ; which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (8. 5659) granting an increase of pension to
William I. Brewer, reported the same without amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No. 3994); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
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bill of the Senate (8. 5070) granting an increase of pension to
Isanc L. Duggar, reported the same with amendment, accompa-
nied by a report (No. 3905) ; which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18910) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Philo E. Davis, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 3996);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. TALBOTT, from the Committee oif Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14811) to au-
thorize George T. Houston and Frank B. Houston to construct
and operate an electric railway over the national cemetery
road at Vicksburg, Miss., reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 3097) ; which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar,

ADVERSE REPORTS,

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, adverse reports were delivered
to the Clerk, and laid or the table, as follows:

Mr. CAPRON, frow: the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred tire bill of the House (H. R. 8772) to amend
the military record of James C. Howard, reported the same
adversely, accompanied by a report (No. 3998) ; which said bill
and report were ordered laid on the table. =

Ie also, from the same committee, to which was referred th
bill of the House (H. R. 13944) to amend the military record
of Capt. Samuel W. Baird, reported the same adversely, accom-
panied by a report (No. 3999) ; which said bill and report were
ordered laid on the table.

Mr. WILEY of Alabama, from the Committee on Military
Affairs, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
9102) for the relief of Ephraim Hunter, reported the same ad-
versely, accompanied by a report (No. 4000) ; which said bill
and report were ordered laid on the table.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. NEVIN: A bill (H. R. 19148) to remove the limitation
of the time for filing claims for additional bounty under act
of July 28, 1866, as amended—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 19149) granting pensions
to certain soldiers and sailors who served in the war of the re-
bellion, and their widows—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BROWNLOW : A bill (H. R. 19150) to change and
fix the time for holding the circuit and district courts of the
United States for the middle district of Tennessee, in the south-
ern division of the eastern district of Tennessee at Chatta-
nooga, and the northeastern division of the eastern district of
Tennessee at Greeneville, and for other purposes—to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: A bill (H. R. 19151) to appropriate
$70,000 to pay a claim due the State of Minnesota—to the
Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. MONDELL: A bill (H. R. 19152) limiting declara-
tions under the desert-land act to surveyed lands and limiting
assignments of desert entries to qualified individual entry-
men—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. HILL of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 19153) to amend
section 29 of the act of July 24, 1807, entitled “An act to pro-
vide revenue for the Government and to encourage the indus-
tries of the United States"—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH : A bill (H. R. 19154) to amend
section 053 of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia,
relative to assessment life insurance companies or associations—
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DAVIDSON: A bill (H. R. 19155) to amend section
3738 of the Revised Statutes of the United States for 1878—io
the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 19156) provid-
ing for the development and leasing of the mineral lands in
Indian reservations, and for other purposes—to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. MANN: A joint resolution (IL. J. Res. 153) directing
the Interstate Commerce Commission to investigate and report
on block signals and appliances for the automatic control of
railway trains—to the Committee on Interstate and Ioreign
Comimerce,

35 Mr. CALDERHEAD : A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 154)
relating to certain public lands in the State of Kansas—to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. REYNOLDS : A resolution (H. Res. 433) to pay D. P.
Themas a certain sum of money—to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. WOODYARD: A resolution (H. Res. 434) to pay
James Lotterberry, janitor of House document room, a certain
sum of money—io the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. MONDELL: A resolution (H. Res. 435) authorizing
the appointment of a clerk to the Committee on Irrigation of
Arid Lands—to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: A resolution (H. Res. 436) providing
for an examination so far as the Department of Justice is con-
cerned, and all the matters cognizable by the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Department of Justice under the rules of the
House of Representatives—to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. LACEY : A resolution (H. Res. 437) providing for the
appointment of a clerk to the Committee on the Public Lands—
to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. MOON of Pennsylvania: A resolution (H. Res. 438)
providing for the consideration of the bill H. R. 17984—to the
Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

By Mr. AIKEN: A bill (H. R. 19157) granting a pension to
Sallie 8. Ridmarsh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BEIDLER: A'bill (H. R. 19158) granting an increase
of pension to John E. Hunter—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. BENNET of New York: A bill (H. R. 19159) to per-
mit the payment to T. J. Larkin, as administrator, of the pen-
sion money due Eugene Finnegan—to the Committee on I'iva-
lid Pensions. -

By Mr. BURTON of Delaware: A bill (H. R. 19160) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Mathew Macklem—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: A bill (H. R. 19161) granting a
pension to Marcus D. Tenney—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 19162) granting a pension to Charles Van
Tine—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

‘Also, a bill (H. R. 19163) granting an increase of pension to
Margaret Munson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CASSEL: A bill (H. R. 19164) for the relief of the
estate of David B. Landis, deceased, and the estate of Jacob I
Sheaffer, deceased—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. CURRIER: A bill (H. R. 19165) restoring to the
pension roll the name of Eliza E. Davis—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DAVEY of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 19166) granting
an increase of pension to Blanche B. Badger—to the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. DICKSON of Illinois: A bill (H. R, 19167) grant-
ing a pension to Rhoda C. Fore—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19168) authorizing the President of the
United States to confer rank upon Maj. Joseph W. Wham,
United States Army, retired—to the Committee on Military Af-
fairs.

By Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 19169) granting a
pension to Rebecca J. Williams—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19170) granting a pension to John William
Tungate—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19171) granting a pension to Isther
Ames—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 19172) to correct the mili-
tary record of Pleasant Thomas, late of Company B, East Ten-
nessee National Guards—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 19173) to correct
the military record of Henry Hayes—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr. FINLEY : A bill (H. R. 19174) granting an increase
of pension to Martha A. Billings—to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. HERMANN: A bill (H. R. 19175) granting an in-
crease of pension to Josiah B. Arnott—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19176) granting an increase of pension to
Clara M. Burlingame—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. JOHNSON: A bill (H. R. 19177) granting an in-
crease of pension to Jane Elizabeth Kerr—to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. JONES of Virginia (by request): A bill {&Z. R.
19178) to direct the Secretary of War to convey to the Broad-

»
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water Club the Hog Island light station, old site—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. KELIHER : A bill (H. R. 19179) granting an increase
of pension to Eliza A. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 19180) grant-
ing a pension to Angeline Whitmarsh—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KINKAID: A bill (H. R. 19181) to grant a certain
parcel of land, part of the Fort Robinson Military Reservation,
Nebr., to the village of Crawford, Nebr., for park purposes—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LAMB: A bill (H. R. 19182) to refund legacy taxes
illegally collected from the estate of Ella P. Williams, late of
Richmond, Henrico County, Va.—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McGUIRE: A bill (H. R. 19183) for the relief of
William D. Larkey—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19184) for the relief of L. J. Wilson—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19185) granting a pension to James M.
Neal—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19186) granting a pension to David Can-
fleld—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 19187) granting a pension to Elizabeth
Alice Gayner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19188) granting a pension to Andrew J.
Holland—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

~ Also, a bill (H. R. 19189) granting a pension to Henry Berg-
dorf—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19190) granting a pension to Henry Gabel—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. :

+  Also, a bill (H. R. 19191) granting an increase of pension to
Joshua T. Wolf—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19192) granting an increase of pension to
John Thomas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19193) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Skeed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

. Also, a bill (H. R. 19194) granting an increase of pension to
James McDaniel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19195) granting an inerease of pension to
Wellshire 8. Hawley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19196) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Cameron—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19197) granting an inerease of pension to
Frank Marshall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19198) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Emrick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19199) granting an increase of pension
L. N. Kennedey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19200) granting an increase of pension
Thomas E. Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 19201) granting an increase of pension
Joseph W. Kelley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19202) granting an increase of pension
George F. Downs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19203) granting an increase of pension
John B. Ellett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19204) granting an increase of pension
Daniel Eichling—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19205) granting an increase of pension to
John Sonia—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 19206) granting an increase of pension
Mary V. Cooper—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19207) granting an increase of pension to
Milo G. Cook—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 19208) granting an increase of pension to
Elija Pendegras—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McKINNEY : A bill (H. R. 19209) granting an in-
crease of pension to Joshua P. Rand—to the Committee on In-

. valid Pensions.

By Mr. NEVIN: A bill (H. R. 19210) granting a pension to
John Tayhen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19211) granting a pension to Elias M.
Steinbarger—to the Committee on Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 19212) granting a pension to James Quil-
kin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (I. IR. 19213) to remove the charge of desertion
from the record of George Sloughman—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

. By Mr. OLMSTED: A bill (H. R. 19214) granting an in-
crease of pension to John MeCarty—to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions.
By Mr. OTJEN: A bill (H. R. 19215) granting an increase of
pension to John Lengenfelder—to the Committee on Invalid
_ Pensions,
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Also, a bill (H. R. 19216) granting an increase of pension to
Theophile Brodowski—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19217) granting an increase of pension to
Willlam H. Burns—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PATTERSON of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 19218)
granting an increase of pension to Carrie Trotter—to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

By Mr. REID: A bill (H., R. 19219) for the relief of Amasa
and Edgar Bernard and the legal representatives of the estate
of Susan E. White—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. RIVES: A bill (H. R. 19220) granting an increase of
picnsion to Calvin Corsine—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. RIXEY : A bill (H. R. 19221) granting an increase of
pension to Emma Byles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RODENBERG : A bill (H. R. 19222) granting an in-
crease of pension to Catherine Warnock—to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI: A bill (H. R. 19223) granting an in-
crease of pension to Obadiah Derr—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. SHARTEL: A bill (H. R. 19224) granting an increase
olf pension to James I. Perryman—to the Committee on Pen-
slons.

By Mr. SOUTHARD: A bill (H. R. 19225) granting an in-
crease of pension to Joseph B, Jennings—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19226) granfing an increase of pension to
Henry G. Barnes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 19227) granting an increase of pension to
Naney Mitchell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 19228) granting an increase of pension to
V. W. Weeks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19229) to correct the military record of
James W. Pinkerton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: A bill (H. I&. 19230) granting an
increase of pension to Cornelius L. Leport—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. » o

By Mr. TYNDALL: A bill (H. R. 19231) granting an increase
of pension to Frederick Hartman—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 19232) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Workman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R.
19114) to extend the provisions, limitations, and benefits of an
act entitled “An aet granting pensions to soldiers and sailors
who are incapacitated for the performance of manual labor, and
providing for pensions to widows, minor children, and depend-
ent parents,” to the surviving officers and enlisted men of the
Eighteenth and Nineteenth Regiments of Kansas Volunteer
Ciavalry; and the same was referred to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and
papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BURTON of Delaware: Paper to accompany bill for
rflief of Matthew McKlein—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. CALDERHEAD: Petition of Concordia Council, No.
36, against consclidation of third and fourth class mail matter—
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. CURRIER : Petition of citizens of New Hampshire,
against bill 8. 529 (the ship-subsidy bill)—to the Committee on
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of citizens of Swanzey, N. H., for investigation
of conditions existing in the Kongo Free State—to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FINLEY : Paper to accompany bill for relief of Mar-
tha A. Billings—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FOSTER of Indiana: Petition of Crescent City
Council, No. 18, United Commercial Travelers of America, of
Evansville, Ind.,, against the parcels-post bill—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads,

By Mr. FOWLER: Petition of Brotherhood of Railway
Trainmen, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petitions of the Westminster Presbyterian Church, of
Elizabeth; F. G. Green, of Cranford; the Methodist Episcopal
Church of Madison; the First Presbyterian Church of Madison ;
Drew Theological Seminary, and the Men’s Club of the Presby-
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terian Church of Westfield, all in New Jersey, for an anti-
polygamy amendment to the Constitution—to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of Colonial Council, No. 169, of Belvidere, N. J.,
and Elizabeth Council, No. 10, of Elizabeth, N. J., Daughters of
Liberty, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. FULKERSON: Petition of the Andrew County En-
terprise, against the tariff on linotype machines—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

3% Mr. HULL: Petition of the Nevada DBusiness Men's
League, against the so-called * post-check currency bill "—to
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Iy Mr. KELIHER : Petition of the maritime committee of
the Boston Chamber of Commerce, asking for the passage of
bill 8. 2262, to construct a derelict destroyer—1io the Committee
on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of the Alliance Israelite Universelle and the
Federation of Jewish Organizations, protesting against the
passnge of the Dillingham bill—to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the Society for Political Study, of New York
City, asking for consideration of bills 8. 50 and 2962 and H. It
4462—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. JOHNSON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Llizabeth Kerr—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. LINDSAY : Petition of E. A. Russell et al.,, for the
Calder bill in behalf of employees of the navy-yards of the
United States who have lost either an arm or leg through no
carelessness of their own, while on duty—to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of State of Missouri
(bill 8. 567)—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. OLMSTED : Petition of the Board of Trade of Harris-
burg, Pa., for preservation of Niagara Falls—to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors. ;

By Mr. PATTERSON of South Carolina: Paper to accompany

 bill for relief of Carrie Trotter—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany bills for relief of estate of W. J,
Peeples, estate of Samuel R. Ihly, estate of Pierson Peeples,
estate of Julia R. Speaks, estate of William Weekly, estate of
Reuben Turner, and estate of Elizabeth Youmans—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims,

By Mr. REYNOLDS: Petition of the Free Press, against the
tariff on linotype machines—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Henry Fash—to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of the Inquirer Printing Company, for an
amendment to the postal laws making legal all subscriptions

" paid for by others than the recipients of papers—to the Com-
mittee on the IPost-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: Petition of Richard
Garner, heir of Thomas Willilams—to the Committee on War
Claims.

By Mr. RIXEY: Paper fo accompany bill for relief of Wil-
liam H. Byles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI: Petition of Camp Hawkins Home,
No. 1, Society of the Army of the Philippines, for the Bonynge
bill to provide medals for officers and men serving in the Spanish
war for service in the Philippine war after expiration of term
of enlistment—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petitions of Charles F. Bushnell and J. W. Maley, for
an amendment to the postal laws making legal all subseriptions
paid for by others than the recipients of papers—to the Commit-
tee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Charles H. Bennett, favoring restriction of
immigration—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

By Mr. SMITH of Maryland: Petition of Washington Camps,
Nos. 13, of Church Hill; 29, of Sudlerville, and 48, of Chester-
town, favoring restriction of immigration—to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petitions of the Showell Packing Company; the Mum-
ford Packing Company, of Showell; Gilliss & Dashiell, of Quan-
tico:; H. W. Roberts, of Clara; Carver & Co., of Morumsco;
J. W. Willing, of Nanticoke, and the Denton Canning Company,
of Denton, all in the State of Maryland, praying the enact-
ment of ilie pure-food bill with an amendment to exempt canned
goods from being stamped in ferms of weight or measure—to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Woman’s
Christian Temperance Union and the Presbyterian Church of
Freeport, Pa., for an amendment to the Constitution abolishing
polygamy—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of John W. Rohrer, for amendment to the postal
law making legitimate all subscriptions paid for by others than
the recipient—to the Committee on the I’ost-Office and Post-
TRoads.

By Mr. SOUTHARD: Petition of Hugh Guthrie, James D.
Knight, J. R. Dilley, and J. W. Green, for the Dalzell bill
granting relief of $2 per day to all ex-Union prisoners of war
in rebel prisons for longer period than thirty days—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WADSWORTH : Petition of William McKinley Coun-
cil, No. 125, Junior Order United American Mechanies, of Lock-
port, N. Y., favoring restriction of immigration—to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. WEBB: Paper to accompany bill for relief of Wil-
liam R. Watts—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Mary Ann Cody—
to the Committee on Pensions. 3
By Mr. WEEKS: Petition for relief of the landless Indians
of northern California and of southern California, from citizens

of Massachusetts—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Petitions of Camp No. 29, of
Merchantsville; Camp No. 25, of Delanco; Camp No. 82, of
Whitesyille; Camp No. 5, of Dover; Camp No. 16, of Jutland;
Camp No. 87, of Lakehurst; Camp No. 23, of Palmyra; Camp
No. 11, of Sterling; Camp No. 67, of Jersey City; Camp No. 41,
of Plainfield; Camp No. 2, of Camden; Camp No. 62, of Wood-
bury; Camp No. 14, of Trenton; Camp No. 68, of Cassville;
Camp No. 9, of Belvidere; Camp No. 58, of Alloway; Camp No.
12, of Milford; Camp No. 19, of Danville; Camp No. 86, of
Smithburg; Camp No. 57, of Newfield; Camp No. 52, of Stock-
holm; Camp No. 30, of Plainfield, and Camp No. 42, of Netcong,
all in New Jersey, Patriotic Order Sons of America, favoring
restriction of immigration—to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

Also, petition of the editor of the Daily True American and
Carpenter & Son, publishers of the Clinton Democrat, for an
amendment to the postal laws making legitimate all subserip-
tions paid for by others than the recipients of papers—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Itoads.

‘SENATE,
Froay, May 11, 1906.

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. EpwaArp E. HALE,

The Becretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. Scorr, and by unanimous
consent, the further reading was dispensed with.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Journal stands approved.

CARRYING OF DANGEROUS ARTICLES ON PASSENGER STEAMERS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States; which was
read :

T'o the Senate:

Senate bill No. 6514 is returned herewith without approval, for the
reasons set forth in the following report from the Secretary of Com-
merce and Labor :

“1 have the honor to return herewith the bill (8. 5514) an act to
amend section 4472 of the Revised Btatutes relating to the carrying of
dangerous artlcles on pnssen%er steamers, and to state, In reply to
the reql;lest contained in the letter of May 5, 1906, that the Diepart-
ment objects te the approval of the bill for the following reasons :

* The word It passed
the Senate ‘ passengers ' and the House of Representatives ‘ passenger.’
The mistake was not detected and the bill was enrolied and signed by
the Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate with the
word * passenger.’ In the opinion of the Department the circumstances
of the passage of the bill are sufficient to raise doubt as to its validity
and question as to its application.”

THe WHITE HoUsE, May 10, 1906.

Mr. FRYE. I move that the message be referred to the
Committee on Commerce and printed.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. FRYE. The Committee on Commerce was informed of
the mistake made in enrolling the bill or in the House, and it
authorized me to report this morning and ask present consid-
eration of the following bill. It is important that it shall be
passed immediately, owing to the fact that there are no yachts
nowadays that do not carry launches propelled by naphtha or
some like power, and the yachting season is about commencing.
The ruling of the inspector-general in New York would deprive
them of the privilege of using those launches., I report from
the Committee on Commerce a bill to correct that mistake,
which I ask may be now considered.

The bill (8. 6129) to amend section 4472 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States relating to the carrying of dan-

‘ passenger ' in the bill should be * passengers.’

THEODORE ROOSEVELT.
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